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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE ANNIVERSARY festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent ig- 
tion is fixed for Tuesday, the 16th of June, and Mr. Lewis Fry, 
M.P., has consented to preside. 





THE PROCEEDINGS in the remarkable case of Marsh v. Joseph 
have brought into prominence.the risks which a solicitor runs 
in connection with his meng as an officer of the court. That 
solicitors are responsible to the court for the proper conduct of 
litigation entrusted to them has often been recognized. The 

inciple was clearly laid down by Turner, L.J., in Dizon vy. 

itkinson (4 De G. & J., p. 522), where he said: ‘I am of 
opinion that the court has jurisdiction to charge solicitors with 
losses sustained by their clients from their misconduct in the 
prosecution of suits. Solicitors are officers of the court, and 
must generally be vr to it for the due discharge of the 
duties which they undertake.” The question was exhaustively 
considered by a, J.,in Re Dangar’s Trusts (41 Ch. D. 
178), and he came to the conclusion that the current of authority 
was clear and decisive as to the liability of solicitors, at any rate 
in cases of misfeasance. Under the circumstances of the case - 
before him he held the solicitor liable for the uences of 
his neglect to inform the court of the true state of the title to a 
fund in court, a special duty in the matter being cast on the 
solicitor by reason of his having taken an active part in getting 
the fund dealt with in opposition to the title. In Marsh v. 
Joseph the facts, shortly stated, were as follows :—A solicitor, 
Joun ARTHUR caused a petition to be presented 
for payment out of court of a sum of about £6,000. 
For the purpose of making it a to the court that 
all parties were properly represented he made use of the 
name of Messrs. OLzar & Oo., a firm of solicitors, the partners 
in which were Mr. Orear and Mr. Green. This was done 
without the knowledge or authority of either . The 
money was paid out by the Paymaster-General on Saturday, 
A t 10, 1895. On the same day the cheque was paid into 
Caild’s Bank and cleared, and a cheque for £4,000 wis drawn 
against it by Hates or some n acting in collusion with him. 
On the 12th of August Hazes informed Mr. Crear of the use 
to ineeshatie ankcmatioh otek atin scan tere 

ei ity acce yment 
firm. Hereby, so Kzxewr ” has held, 
self and his , Mr. Gres, liable for the 
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August and insisted on so much of the fund as was then left in | settled evidently does not take away his or her right to. the 
Chi:d’s Bank being put in a position of safety. Seeing that| income thereof, and therefore does not make him or her any the 


£4,000 had already been lost, and that a considerable part of | less a ‘“‘ survivor 


. . entitled to the income of the p 


the balance of the fund was ultimately brought back into court, | settled.” ‘Thus, if the husband or wife were, during their joint 
the resulting liability is much less in amount than it might have | lives, to assign to a purchaser his or her future right during life to 


been had the circumstances been less favourable to the firm. 





the income of the property settled, such income would certainly 
not merge in the property settled, on the assignor subsequent] 
becoming entitled as survivor to such property, and it would, 


Tux circumstances in Marsh v. Joseph differ in an important | therefore, we submit, under such circumstances, be a hardship 


particular from those in the similar case of Slater v. Slater which 
occurred in 1888. There the solicitor who was held liable for 
the consequence of fraudulent proceedings carried on in his 
name had at the beginning given authority for his name to be 
used, and had entered into an arrangement by which he was to 
have a substantial part of the share recovered. Personally he 
was innocent of the fraud, but he was held liable to the full 
extent of the loss which had ensued upon it. In the present 
case Mr. Crear had no knowledge at the commencement of the 

roceedings, and, considering how far they had gone before he 
had any opportunity of intervening, it may well be a question 
whether he should have been fixed with liability in the absence 
of any ground for suspecting Harzs’ honesty. It is easy for a 
solicitor to decline to allow his name to be used before proceed- 
ings have been commenced. But to require him to assume 
the dishonesty of a brother solicitor and to intervene on 
the spur of the moment when the proceedings have, so far 
as the court is concerned, come to an end, is to place him 
in a position of great difficulty. Probably it will be 
for the Court of Appeal to decide whether Mr. Oxzar’s 
failure in this respect to attain the highest standard of duty 
was a matter justifying the infliction of liability upon him. 
But however this may be, we are glad that Kexewrion, J., 
refused to hold Mr. Crear liable for the whole fund lost. 
Nothing that he could have done would have saved the £4,000. 
The liability of Mr. Grezn followed, in Mr. Justice Kzxewicn’s 
opinion, from the ordinary rule as to acts done within the scope 
of the partnership authority. It may be permissible, so the 
learned judge holds, for a solicitor to allow his name to be 
used under proper precautions. What precautions are proper 
is not stated, save that the solicitor lending his name, or the 
name of his firm, should preserve a proper control over the use 
of it. This may be so, but is it within the scope of the partner- 
ship authority to condone such an irregularity as that of which 
Hauezs was guilty? It may be difficult to say that it was not, 
but we shall be glad if this matter, too, is reconsidered by the 
Court of Appeal. 


Ir 1s PROVIDED by sub-section (5) of section 21 of the Finance 
Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 30), that “ where a husband or wife 
is entitled, either solely or jointly with the other, to the income 
of any property settled by the other under a disposition which 
las taken effect before the commencement of this part of this 
Act, and on his or her death the survivor becomes entitled to the 
income of the property settled by such survivor, estate duty shall 
not be payable in respect of that property until the death of the 
survivor.” In cases where the survivor takes nothing but the 
income for life of the property settled, the construction of this 
enactment presents no difficulty, and estate duty is then clearly 
not payable until the curvivor’s death. When, however, on 
the death of the husband or wife the survivor, owing to failure 
of issue or other causes, becomes entitled, not merely to the 
income of the property settled, but to the property itself, does 
the estate duty become immediately payable, or is payment still 
prampress until ‘the survivor’s death? We have reason to 

elieve that a conflict of views has arisen with regard to this 
point, which has been deemed of sufficient importance to 
Justify the opinion of the English and Scotch law officers being 
taken upon it. Hitherto, the Inland Revenue authorities 
have, it would appear, considered that, where the survivor 
takes both income and corpus, estate duty becomes immedi- 
ately payable. On the other hand, counsel of eminence, both 
in England and in Scotland, have maintained the contrary view, 
which, we submit, cannot be displaced without disregarding the 
plain language of the enactment under consideration. The 


to oblige the survivor, during his or her lifetime, to pay estate 
duty, and thereby diminish the settled property from which the 
income assigned is derived. It may, indeed, be objected that, 
by postponing payment of estate duty until the death of the 
survivor, when the corpus of the property settled has passed 
into his or her possession, payment of estate duty may be alto- 
gether evaded by the disappearance of the settled property owing 
to the survivor’s extravagance. But we submit that even this 
contingency affords no reason for straining the plain language 
of the sub-section, especially as its operation is partially retro- 
spective. If, as is quite — the sub-section does not ade- 
quately provide for all the cases to which it should apply, it 
must be amended by Act of Parliament, and not given an ex- 
tended operation by doing violence to its language. 





UNDER SECTION 7, sub-section 3, of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, the court has power to dismiss a bankruptcy petition if it 
is satisfied, for any of the reasons mentioned in the sub-section, 
‘or for other sufficient cause,” that no order ought to be made. 
In two cases which have been recently decided in the Court of 
Appeal, Re Murietta (ante, p. 317) and Re Leonard (reported else- 
where), it has been sought to make Re Otway, Ex parte Otway 
(1895, 1 Q. B, 812) an authority for the proposition that, under 
the discretionary power given to the court by this section, a receiv- 
ingorder ought not to be made if it is probable that, owing to 
the absence of assets, bankruptcy will be, in the language of 
JessEL, M.R., in Ex parte Robinson (22 Ch. D. 816), a “ vain 
thing.” In Re Otway the court refused to make a receiving 
order on two grounds—first, because to do so would have 
destroyed the only available asset; and, secondly, because the 
court were satisfied that the bankruptcy proceedings had 
been instituted for the purposes of extortion. In Ex parte 
Robinson the debtor had no assets in England, and the court 
did, in that case, refuse to adjudicate him a bankrupt. The 
court held that it had jurisdiction, but declined to exercise it, 
because sequestration proceedings were then pending against 
the debtor in Scotland. It is clear that neither of these deci- 
sions is an authority for the general proposition contended for 
in the above-mentioned cases, in both of which the court came 
to the conclusion that a receiving order ought to be made. The 
Master of the Rolls pointed out that even if the debtor had no 
property at the date of the petition, he might acquire some 
before his discharge. Moreover, at the date of the petition the 
creditor has no means of ascertaining the truth of the debtor's 
representations as to his financial position. After a receiving 
order has been made the debtor undergoes a public examina- 
tion, and it may then become obvious that bankruptcy will pro- 
duce no good results, and if so, the creditors may, under section 
20 of the Act, resolve that the debtor be not adjudicated bank- 
rupt, or, as was done in Re Lord Thurlow (1895, 1 Q. B. 724), 
the court may further adjourn the proceedings so as to enable 
the debtor to lodge a proposal for a scheme of arrangement. 





Tue Provisions for the hearing of revenue cases are not very 
satisfactory. Under R. 8. C., ord. 59, r. (1), such cases are 
to be heard before a divisional court; that is tp say, before two 
judges of the Queen’s Bench Division. Revenue cases may be 
divided, broadly speaking, into two great classes—namely, 
those which depend upon the law of real property or on the 
law of trusts of personalty, and those which do not. Cases on 
succession duty and cases on estate duty or settiement estate 
duty under the Finance Act, 1894, are of the former class; 
while cases on income tax or on custom house duties are of the 
second class. We cannot help feeling that it would be more 
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eases of the former class were heard before a judge of the 
Ohancery Division. However able a judge may be, cannot 
be iar with all law; it is not convenient that a judge 
whose knowledge of mercantile law or of the law of marriage 
and divorce is very profound, but who has, perhaps, never 
opened his Coke upon Littleton since he was called to the bar, 

ould be called upon to decide a revenue case which turns on 
some recondite point of the law of real property, a point that 
his learned brother in the Chancery Division has (to use a 
colloquial expression) ‘‘at his fingers’ ends,” though he may 
know nothing about the law of divorce. For example, the 
difficulties as to the incidence of settlement estate duty depend 
in great part on the definition of “settlement” in the Finance 
Act, 1894, having been taken, with modifications, from the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. No one can possibly suppose that we 
are wanting in respect for the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division when we say that some of them, at least, are not so 
familiar with the Settled Land Act as any judge in the Chan- 
cery Division. Or, again, the incidence of estate duty may 
depend upon the effect of a shifting clause in a settlement of 
real estate. In either of these cases the inconvenience of the case 
being decided by judges who presumably are not very familiar 
with the law of real property is extreme, as their decision may 
be, not only a decision on the construction of the Finance Act, 
but may also decide a question on the law of real property, and 
may render many good titles unmarketable. 





Tue port raised in Re Severn, §c., Railway Co., before 
Romer, J., with respect to the effect of the Statute of Limita- 
tions in barring claims to dividends payable by a public com- 
pany appears to be a new one, though it does not involve any 
question of special difficulty. There seems no reason to doubt 
that so soon as the dividends are declared they constitute a debt 
due from the company for which the shareholder can sue 
(Dalton v. Midland Counties Railway Co., 13 O. B. 474), and, if 
this is so, it follows that the statute begins to run. The sug- 
gestion that the company is a trustee of the dividends for the 
shareholders was considered and criticized adversely by the Irish 
Court of Appeal in Smith v. Cork and Bandon Railway Co. (Ir. 
Rep. 5 Eq., p. 75), a distinction being drawn between claims 
against directors, who have been for some purposes assimilated 
to trustees, and claims against the company. ‘The relation 
between the shareholder and the company in respect of the pay- 
ment of dividends appears to be that of debtor and creditor, and 
in Re Severn, §c., Railway Co, this was further shewn by the 
manner in which the liability to the shareholders was entered in 
the books of the company. There was simply a record of liability 
without any setting apart of a special fund to meet the claims for 
dividends. Romer, J., held, accordingly, that the dividends con- 
stituted a debt due from the company from the time when they 
were declared, and from that time, therefore, the statute ran. 
The claims which were thus rejected were all claims over twenty 
years old, and no question was raised as to whether twenty or 
only six years is the period by which such claims are barred. 
Apparently the proper period is twenty years, seeing that the 
nght to dividends arises either under a special statute of incor- 
poration or under articles of association which bind the company 
and the members to the same extent as a deed. 





Most rrorLe know that the governors of Christ’s Hospital 
were not ‘‘schemed” out of their more recent endowments, 
though the lion’s share undoubtedly left their hands in 1890. 
The Legislature, thinking doubtless that some respect should be 
paid to the intention of the more recent benefactors, had 
excepted donations made within fifty years before the En- 
dowed Schools Act, 1869, from schemes made under that Act 
unless the governing body assented. Bereft of all but this ewe 
lamb by the scheme of 1890, the governors seem to have 
considered till 1894 how best to apply it in accordance with the 
wishes of the donors; and perhaps with a view of stimulating 
their good intentions, Onrrry, J., directed a scheme to be 
brought in. Upon this the Attorney-General brought in an 
ingenious scheme asking that the ewe lamb should be handed 
over in aid of the scheme of 1890, True it was excepted by Act 





of Parliament, but why should not it be handed over cy 
prés 4 7 — — was that the anager 8 “— ee 
capable of applying, and were going to apply, the fund to 
the proper objects of the charity, of which there were plenty, 
and no case of cy prés arose. But surely, replied the commis- 
sioners, when the objects of the charity are so general and 
indefinite as this, the court can direct the governors how to 
exercise their discretion, statutory though it be. The answer to 
this again seems at first sight obvious. The court does not 
interfere with a discretion conferred by Royal Charter and Act 
of Parliament except in cases of fraud or maladministration. 
The argument of the case, however, occupied about three days, 
and the print of it covers nearly 7,500 lines. The judgment is 
as clear as daylight, but surely there must be some hidden point 
to require such a lengthy argument. 





THrey MANAGE these things better in France. There, at all 
events, they are resolved to render inappropriate the description 
of the law contained in a now-forgotten seventeenth century 
comedy—‘‘a hocus-pocus science that smiles in your face while 
it picks your pocket.” It is stated that Maitre Povriuzr, one 
of the most eminent lawyers in Paris, has established a legal 
hospital or dispensary. He has begun to give sittings at the 
Palais de Justice, at which he offers legal advice, free of charge, 
to persons who cannot afford to employ lawyers. There will 
be, we presume, in this novel institution,“a divorce ward, a 
po endl law ward, a civil action ward, and a non-contentious 
business ward ; and in course of time we shall probably hear of 
aspirants to the French bar “‘ walking ” this hospital and listen- 
ing to the edifying clinical lectures of the eminent practitioner. 
The main difficulty, we should imagine, will be in dealing with 
the throng of patients. How long will the learned legal physician, 
be able to devote to finding out the facts of, and advising in, 
each case ? 








A SOLICITOR RELEASING HIMSELF FROM HIS 
CLIENT. 


Ir seems at first sight a somewhat unreasonable peculiarity of 
our procedure that there is no known process by which a 
solicitor can release himself entirely from a client for whom he 
has once appeared in any action or matter in the High Court. 
If he tenders at the Central Office a notice to the effect that he 
is no longer concerned as solicitor for a party, the notice is 
refused. It will not even be accepted and noted in the Cause 
Book for what it may be worth. If he then applies—either on 
the Chancery or the Queen’s Bench side—for an order to strike 
his name off the record, and even supports his application by a 
strong affidavit to the effect that his client is a convict, or has 
absconded ; that he has received no money from his client for 
the conduct of the proceedings; and that he has given his 
client due notice that he declines any longer to act for him, or 
to have anything to do with the action, still he is met by the 
answer that there is no power to make an order to strike him 
off the record as solicitor for the party. The court cannot, it 
seems, entertain the application to release him, no matter how 
hard the case may be from the solicitor’s point of view, and no 
matter how strong may be the reasons he brings forward in 
favour of the intervention of the court. 

Before we proceed to inquire into the origin of this practice, 
it may be as well to point out that the position of a solicitor 
who has once a for a has two distinct parts. 
There is the liability of the solicitor to his client, and his 
liability to the court. We are not now dealing with the first of 
these, but solely with the liability of a solicitor to the court, 
from which the court has no power to release him, 

The Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, contain only one 
short rule touching on the point—viz., ord. 7, r. 3, which is 
named ‘‘ Change of Solicitor,” and which begins with the words 
“A party suing or defending by a solicitor be at liberty to 
change his solicitor,” &c., and which concludes with the words 
‘< until such notice is filed and (in causes or matters pending in 
the Chancery Division) left in chambers . . . the former 
solicitor shall be considered the solicitor of the until 


(the final conclusion of the cause or matter, whether in the High 
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Court or in the Court of A .’ There is nothing in this rule, 
nor in any other of the existing rules, which enables a solicitor 
to withdraw his name from the record by giving notice that 
he no longer acts for his client. We must therefore turn to 
the “omnibus” rule, ord. 72, r. 2, ‘‘ Where no other provision is 
made by the Acts or these Rules, the present procedure and 

ctice remain in force,’ in order to ascertain whether, prior 
to the Judicature Acts and Rules, the court had any definite 
practice on the point, or any settled principle on which it 


In looking back into the past history of procedure on this 
point, we find that the attitude of the court with regard to 
releasing a solicitor has been governed by its own convenience 
in the matter of service on the party. From very early times— 
certainly as far back as the year 1686—the Oourt of Chancery 
had provided itself with certain officials whose duty it was to 
represent the respective parties in addition to their legal advisers, 
the object being to provide some responsible and permanent 
persons in the court who could be served on behalf of the 
porties, and could attend the court (Order of 18th June, 1686). 

order to find the principle on which the court has acted in 
the matter we are considering, we must follow out the changes 
which the court has made from time to time with reference to 
service of documents on parties, so as to discover to what extent 
the liability to receive service for a party has descended on a 
solicitor suing or appearing for a party. 

In the year 1824 a commission was appointed to inquire into 
the oe of the Court of Chancery with regard to the service 
of documents not requiring personal service. At that time it 
* was the practice for parties to retain through their solicitors one 

of the clerks in court. Where this was done, service upon such 
party was effected by serving such clerk in court—that is, either 
the “ sworn clerk” or the “ waiting clerk.” The plan was in- 
Fir ara because it was not compulsory on a party to retain a 
clerk in court, though it was generally done. The commission 
reported in favour of making service on the solicitor good 
service on the , where personal service was not neces- 
sary, and a rule to that effect was embodied in a set of rules 
issued by Lord Lynpuurst in 1828. This does not appear to 
have interfered with the practice of retaining a clerk in court, 
for in 1837, in a case of Farrow v. White (J. & W. 643, cited in 
Daniell’s Chancery Practice, 1st ed., 1837, vol. 2, p. 707), Lord 
Expon said that substituted service on an absconding defendant 
should as a rule be ordered to be made by leaving a copy with 
the defendant’s clerk in court and also at the defendant’s 
dwelling-house. This referred, no doubt, to substituted service 
in lieu of personal service. 

The whole question of the power of the court to remove a 
solicitor from the record is so closely connected with the regula- 
tions as to service that when, in 1842, the offices of ‘‘ Sworn 
Clerk” and “Waiting Clerk” were abolished (5 & 6 Vict. c. 
108), an order of court was issued providing that ‘‘ The solicitors 
of this court in all cases where parties sue or defend by solicitors 
- « . Shall perform all such duties.as have heretofore been 
performed by the sworn clerks and waiting clerks,” &c., and 
among the duties named was that of “serving and being served 
with writs, notices, orders, warrants, rules, and other documents 
and written communications in causes and matters depending 
in court.” The duty, therefore, of “being served” has been 
transmitted from the clerk in court to the solicitor acting for a 
party, and it is the performance of this duty which the court 
still exacts from a solicitor who has once appeared before it for 
a ; 
_ The earliest case on the question whether a solicitor can, by 
discharging himself from his client also discharge himself from 
liability to be served on behalf of the client, is that of Davidson 
v. Leslie (9 Beav. 104), in the year 1845. It was a motion by 
Mr. Kinpersixy, on behalf of the laintiff, for production of 
seven. Mr. THFIELD, instrsctad, by Mr. Lamsert, solicitor 

the defendant, asked for and obtained adjournment to the 
next seal. On the adjourned application, Mr. Kinpers.Ey ex- 
ed that no one a peared for the defendant, as Mr. Lamszrt 
ceased to act for him. The Master of the Rolls, however, 
made the order on proof of service. The point in this case is 


| 


not made quite clear by the report, but seeing that it is referred 
to in the next case it would seem that the judge held that, 





although Mr. Lawazrr had ceased to act for the defendant, sep. 
vice on him was still good service on the defendant. 

The next case is that of Wright v. King in 1846 (9 Beay, 

161). This was an interlocutory motion by the plaintiff, 
Counsel appeared for Mr. Oornwatt, who had acted as solicitor 
for the defendant Jonzs, in order to state to the court that 
Jonzs had some time since left his home and had never since 
been heard of ; that it was not known whether he was alive or 
dead; that, though no order had been obtained to change 
solicitors, Mr. Connwatt had ceased to act for him; and that 
all notices were nevertheless being served on the defendant 
serving them on Mr. Connwatt. The Master of the Rolls sai 
‘Tt cannot be hel The defendant has left this gentleman 
to act for him, and I cannot relieve him from the obligation he 
has contracted.” 

The case of De La Pole vy. Dick in 1885 (29 Ch. D. 351) ig 
chiefly remarkable for a dictum of Oorron, L.J.: ‘“ The solicitor 
on the record must be taken, as between him and the opposite 
party, to represent the client, unless the client not only dis- 
charges him, but substitutes another solicitor on the record.” 

In De Mora v. Coucha (W.N., 1887, p. 194) an order was 
actually made by Onanrtezs, J., in vacation striking the name of 
the defendant’s solicitor off the record. The plaintiff, how- 
ever, served a notice of motion on the defendant by serving it 
on the solicitor thus removed from the record, and Srrmuive, 
J., held, after argument, that such service was good service on 
the defendant. 

In Re Seymour (34 Soxscrrors’ Journat, 361) the chief clerk 
in chambers made an order removing a solicitor’s name from the 
record. On appeal, Onrrry, J., discharged the order, and, 
refusing to follow De Mora v. Coucha (supra), said that there was 
no power to make such an order. 

The foregoing cases are all on the Chancery side. The rule 
at common law, however, appears to have been far more strin- 
gent. In Chancery there is no authority for saying that a 
solicitor once on the record is bound, as a duty to the court, to 
take active steps to continue an action after he has discharged 
himself from liability to his client. The following passage 
from Tidd’s Practice of the King’s Bench, 9th ed., 1828, ap 

to shew that the courts of common law considered a solicitor 
bound even to that extent: “‘When an attorney once appears 
or undertakes to be attorney for another, he shall not be per- 
mitted to withdraw himself (1 Sid. 31); and it is said to be his 
duty to proceed in the suit, although his client neglect to bring 
him money ; and therefore if, on that account, he neglect to 
proceed, according to the practice of the court, whereby judg- 
ment of nonpros is signed against the plaintiff, the court will 
make a rule upon the attorney to pay the costs of such judg- 
ment,” 

There can, we think, be little doubt that the present rules of 
procedure are based upon the supposition that a solicitor cannot 
release himself entirely from his client. Let us imagine fora 
moment that a solicitor in a penne action could obtain a valid 
order striking his name off the record as solicitor for the 
defendant, So far from there being any existing provision to 
meet such a contingency its occurrence would uce @ com- 
plete deadlock. The plaintiff would be unable to serve the 
unrepresented defendant at all. He could not serve him by 
filing in default, because there would be no default, appear- 
ance having in fact been entered. He could not serve the 
solicitor, because he had been removed from the record. He 
could not serve the party, because he had absconded. The 
court, in fact, could not proceed under its present rules. It 
would have to make a new rule to meet the difficulty. 

The conclusion of the whole matter appears to be that & 
solicitor who has once appeared for a party is bound to the 
court and the opposite party to receive service of documents on 
behalf of his client, and, even though he uty have cones 
discharged himself from all liability as between his client 
himself, the court will not, on that or any other, account, release 
him from liability to be served for his client. The court has, in 
all its rules and orders, been careful not to confer any jurisdic- 
tion upon itself to so release a solicitor from liability to service, 
and, in every considered decision which it has pronounced on the 
point, the court has been equally careful to disclaim the posses- 








sion of any such jurisdiction. 
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SALE BY MORTGAGEE UNDER POWER IN 
MORTGAGE. 


Numerous decisions have settled that a mortgagee is not to be 
treated as a trustee for the mortgagor in the exercise of his 
power of sale, nor are the motives with which he sells a subject 
of inquiry by the court. He is ectly at liberty to act on his 

wers a8 Mm and to realize his security, and the only 
uty under which he lies with respect to the mortgagor is to 
take reasonable precautions that the property shall not be sold 
at an inadequate price. In Downes v. Grazebrook (3 Mer. 207), 
indeed, Lord Expon, ©., described the mortgagee as a trustee 
for the mantener, bat subsequent cases have confirmed the 
interpretation p. upon this dictum by Srvart, V.C., in 
Robertson v. Norris (1 Giff., p. 424). “That expression,” said 
the Vice-Chancellor, “is to be understood in this sense, that the 
power being given [to the mortgagee | to enable him to recover 
the mortgage-money, this court requires that he shall exercise 
the power of sale in a provident way, with a due regard to the 
rights and interests of the mortgagor in the surplus money to 
be produced by the sale.” The above and other cases were 
considered by Kay, J., in Warner v. Jacob (30 W. R. 7831, 
20 Ch. D. 220), and the conclusion to be derived from them 
was stated as — 2 ony result seems to be that a 
tenes is, strictly speaking, not a trustee of the power 
of sale. It is a power given to him for his own benefit, to 
enable him the better to realize his debt. If he exercises it 
bond fide for that purpose, without corruption or collusion with 
the purchaser, the court will not interfere even though the sale 
be very disadvantageous, unless, indeed, the price is so low as 
to be in itself evidence of fraud.” At the present time the 
leading case on the subject is Farrar v. Farrars (Limited) (37 
W. RB. 196, 40 Ch. D. 395), but the decision of the Court of 
Appeal, though it adds authority to this statement of law, does 
not seem to place the matter upon any different footing. After 
drawing a distinction between a mortgagee with a power of sale 
and a trustee for sale, Linptzy, L.J., in his judgment con- 


tinued: ‘‘ Every mortgage confers upon the mortgagee the right | gage. 


to realize his security and find a purchaser if he can, and if in 
exercise of his power he acts bond fide and takes reasonable pre- 
cautions to obtain a proper price, the mortgagor has no redress, 
even although more might have been obtained for the property 
had the sale been postponed.” 

The question has arisen in a somewhat novel form in the case 
of Kennedy v. De Trafford and Dodson, in which the Court of 
Appeal on the 6th inst. reversed the decision of the Vice-Chan- 

r of the Duchy of Lancaster. Property in Manchester was 
purchased in 1873 at auction for £50,300. Subsequently there 
seem to have been some street improvements which were 

to have enhanced its value, and in 1877 it was 

ed at over £78,000. At that time Sir Humpnrey vz 
Trarrorp lent £60,000 upon mortgage of the property, the 
epegors being Messrs. C. and D. The mortgagee died 
in May, 1886, and ©. became bankrupt in August of the 
same year. Previously to this Mr. Tayior, who was the 
solicitor of Sir Humpurey pz Trarrorp, had been uneasy about 
the adequacy of the security, and in 1883 he had pressed for 
part of the advance to be paid off. But upon being advised by 
two valuers that he might safely leave the loan at £60,000 he 
withdrew this pressure. The death of the mortgagee, how- 
ever, together with the bankruptcy of one of the mort- 
gagors, decided Mr. Taytor to renew his efforts to place 
the security on a better a and for the next two years 
he negotiated with Kunwxpy, 0.’s trustee in bankruptcy, and 
with D. for payment of the mortgage debt, threatening a sale 
of the poe if the money, or of it, was not paid. No 
further valuation appears to have been made, but Mr. Taytor 
received informal advice from a Manchester surveyor and estate 
agent that the property was not a good security for £60,000. 
Apparently Mr. eiesan shrunk from having a sale by auction 
on the ground of expense. It was doubtful whether the | es 
so obtained would cover the principal and interest, and th 
os ar lloerd Humepnrey ve Trarrorp’s executors—would 
probably be out of pocket by the sale. Mr. oe, did, how- 
ever, at one time intimate hi pres seo i to put the property 
up for sale by auction if anybody would provide for the expenses 


of the sale in case the property was not sold. But this, as well 
as the negotiations for a reduction of the debt, came to 
nothing, and in December, 1888, Mr. Tayzor put in the local 
papers an advertisement of a sale by tender. The advertise- 
ment, however, produced no offers for the , and Mr. 
Tayior does not seem to have supposed that it would have any 
such effect. It was simply a precaution which he took for the 
protection of his clients. 

After the insertion of the advertisement Mr. Tayior called 
the attention of Kennzpy’s solicitors and of D. to what he 
had done, and then D., without any communication with his 
co-owner, was induced to attempt an arrangement. Some pay- 
ments on account of the mortgage had been made out of the 
rents, which amounted to some £3,500 a year, and the 
amount for principal, interest, and costs stood at £58,806. For 
this sum D. offered to buy the property and pay £4,806 in cash if 
the mortgagees would accept a fresh mortgage for £54,000. 
The offer was accepted, aud the sale was completed in the course 
of 1889. For two years apparently Kennzpy remained in 
ignorance of this settlement of the matter, and when, in Sep- 
tember, 1891, his solicitors wrote to inquire about the Property, 
they were told that it had been sold long ago. But the di 
produced no immediate result, and it was not till May, 1895, 
that Kennepy commenced p' ings to impeach the sale. In 
the meantime he had —— an action against D. to recover 
one-half the profits made by the sale, claiming them on the 
ground that there was a partnership between D. and the bank- 
rupt. This action was decided against KENNEDY. 

In the present action also Kennepy claimed relief against 
D. on the footing of partnership, but upon the determina- 
tion of this point in the earlier action the claim necessarily 
failed. The substantial question before the Vice-Chancellor 
and the Oourt of Appeal was the claim by Kenvepy, as 
trustee in the bankruptcy of C., to have the sale to D. set* 
aside. So far as appears from the judgments in the Court of 
Appeal, no argument was founded upon the circumstance that 
nearly the whole of the purchase-money was left upon mort- 
, and it is indeed settled that such an ent does not 
invalidate the sale provided there is, in fact, a bond sale by 
the mortgagee. ‘Nor can I say,” said Kwient Bruce, L.J., 
in Davey v. Durrant (1 D. G. & J., p. 553), that it is beyond the 
right or authority of a mortgagee with a power of sale to effect 
a sale, of which one of the terms shall be that even a consider- 
able portion . the ns shall be on . 
on mortgage of the roperty; mortgage being, as between 
the seller and those Patt to the equity of redemption, at the 
seller’s risk ; that is, he charging himself with the whole amount 
of the purchase-money in account with them” (¢.f., Zhurlow v. 
Mackeson, L. R. 4 Q. B. 97). Neither was it suggested that the 
sale was otherwise than bond fide, or that there was corruption 
or collusion on the part of the mortgagees, or that the sale was 
at an undervalue so gross as to be in itself evidence of fraud. 
Most of the circumstances, therefore, which were pointed to in 
Warner v. Jacob and Farrar v. Farrars (Limited) (supra) as 
grounds for setting aside a sale by a were not 

resent, and the Vice-Chancellor ap to have arrived at his 

ecision on the ground, s by Liyprzy, L.J., in the 
latter case, that the price obtained was inadequate and reason- 
able precaution had not been taken to obtain a proper price. 

When the case is reduced to this point, it is clear that the 
decision of the Court of Appeal, reversing the judgment of the 
Vice-Chancellor, is of considerable practical importance. Of 
course a mortgagee can always protect himself by offering the 
property for sale by auction. He is then only concerned to see 
that the sale is properly advertised, that the property is sold 
under suitable conditions of sale, and that the auction is 
properly held. These are matters in which he must depend on 
the experience of persons employed by him, and, though for any 
negligence on their part he is liable to the mortgagor (Zomilin v. 
Ince, 37 W. R. 490, 41 Oh. D. 573), this is a risk which is not 
very burdensome. But when it is doubtful whether the pro- 

will secure at auction a price sufficient to cover the prin- 
cipal, interest, and the m is naturally unwilli 
to add to his possible loss the costs of an attempted sale, a 
he must then find other means of securing that a proper price 
is obtained for the property. The present decision shews that 
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it is no objection that the price which he accepts is exactly 
sufficient to cover the principal, interest, and costs, nor that the 
sale is to one of several mortgagors. As was pointed out in the 
Court of Appeal, the effect of excluding from the list of 

ible purchasers persons interested in the equity of redemp- 
tion would be to seriously restrict the market for the property, 
and it was held that there was no fiduciary relation between co- 
owners such as to prohibit one of them from becoming the pur- 
chaser of the property. Moreover it is not impossible, so Linp- 
Ley, L.J., observed, for a mortgagor, or one of several mort- 
gagors, to buy at the particular price which would enable the 
mortgagee to satisfy himself. The question under such circum- 
stances seems to relate, not to the exact amount of the purchase- 
money, but to the actuality of the sale, and to the precautions 
taken by the mortgagor to secure a proper price. One obvious 
precaution is to have the property valued, and wait till a 
purchaser can be obtained at the amount of the valuation. But 
this, again, is a source of expense, and to insist on such a 
precaution would materially hamper mortgagees in the exercise 
of their rights. The judgment of the Court of Appeal in 
Kennedy v. De Trafford shews that no such restriction is 
imposed by law, and, upon all the circumstances of the case, it 
was held that the mortgagees had not failed in taking reasonable 
precautions to ensure a proper price being obtained. It seems 
to have been not an unimportant element in the case that the 
mortgagors knew for so long a time of the difficulty the mort- 
gagees felt with regard to an auction, and that they failed to 
secure a transfer of the mortgage. This circumstance, as 
Linvizy, L.J., observed, went far to discredit the high valua- 
tions placed on the property by the plaintiff's witnesses— 
£85,000 and £92,000—upon the faith of which the Vice-Chan- 
cellor gave his decision as to the actual inadequacy of the 
purchase-money. 


LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Worxkinc Men’s DweEttinas.—The Working Men’s Dwellings 
Bill, introduced by Sir ALFRED HiIcKMAN, which was read a second 
time in the House of Commons on the 4th inst., is intended to provide 
facilities for the acquisition by working men of their own dwelling- 
houses. Clause 1 provides that any local authority may, if they 
think fit, make advances to any workman to whom the Act applies 
for the purchase by such workman of the freehold or leasehold 
interest in the dwelling-house in which he resides or intends to 
reside. But before a local authority makes any such advance it must 
be satisfied (a) that the workman actually resides, or bond fide intends 
to reside in the dwelling-house; (b) that the title to the dwelling- 
house is Zood, that the sale is made in good faith, and that the price 
is reasonable ; and (c) that the dwelling-house is in a sanitary and 
tenantable condition. Under clause 2 the local authority are not to 
advance more than £150 to any one workman, nor any sum to one 
workman in respect of more dwelling-houses than one. Clause 3 
provides that upon completion the purchaser shall pay not less than 
one-fourth of the purchase money, and the local authority shall pay 
by way of advance (a) not more than three-fourths of the purchase 
money, and (b) the cost of transfer. The costs of the transfer are to 
be payable according to the prescribed scale, and are to include costs 
of investigation of title, registration, and other necessary legal 
expenses. The advance made by the local authority is to be secured 
by a charge on the dwelling-house, and is to be repaid by a 
terminable annuity with interest within a term not exceeding thirty 
years. Clause 4 defines the conditions to which the purchaser is 
to be subject, upon a breach of any of which the local authority is to 
have power to sell the house. They include provisions for insurance, 
provisions against assigning and under-letting, and provisions against 
the use of the premises otherwise than as a dwelling-house, unless 
the workman both dwells and carries on there his trade (not being 
the sale of intoxicating liquors) or employment. Sub-clause (3) is 
aimed against sub-division of the premises on the death of the owner. 
If by reason of any devise, intestacy, &c., such sub-division would 
take place during the currency of the loan, the local authority 
may require the dwelling-house to be sold to some one person. 
Clause 5 provides further for an advance by the local authority to a 
workman for the purpose of building a dwelling-house in which he 
bond fide intends to reside. Clause 9 defines the expression ‘‘ work- 
man” to mean any mechanic, artizan, labourer, or other person 
working for wages, or any person not working for wages, but 
working at some trade or handicraft, whose income does not exceed 
an average of £3 a week, and includes any clerk or shop or ware- 





SHort Tirtes.—The Short Titles Bill which has been introduced 
by the Lord Chancellor is intended to carry out more effectually the 
task of giving short titles to Acts of Parliament which was under- 
taken by the Legislature in the Short Titles Act, 1892. The Bill, go 
the prefatory memorandum states, supplements the Act of 1892 
giving short titles to all public general Acts passed since 1706 (the 
date of the Union with Scotland) which have not already had short 
titles given to them, except such as are omitted from the revised 
edition of the Statutes by reason of their local or personal character, 
Clause 2 gives collective titles to some groups of Acts not alread 
provided for by the Act of 1892. For the sake of convenience it ig 
proposed that the Act of 1892 shall be repealed, and its provisions are 
embodied in the Bill. 


PUBLICATION OF INDECENT EvIDENCE.—The Indecent Evideneg 
(Publication) Bill introduced by the Lord Chancellor provides that 
where a judge of the High Court is of opinion that any evidence 
given at any trial before that judge is of such an indecent character 
that the publication thereof is likely to be prejudicial to public 
morality, the judge may order that such of the evidence as is speci~ 
fied in the order shall not be published, and any person who pub- 
lishes or is a party to the publishing of such evidence in any news- 
paper, periodical, book, or any other public manner, in contravention 
of such order, shall be guilty of contempt of court, and punishable 
accordingly. 

ParisH Councit ELEctions.—The Local Government (Elections) 
(No. 2) Bill is intended to cure the disqualification for election as 
parish councillor in cases where persons had not completed the 
qualifying year of residence by the 9th inst., the date of parish 
council elections, although they entered into residence on or leas 
the 25th of March, 1895. The Bill has passed through all its stages 
in both Houses. 


Brut PassED INTO Law.—The Royal Assent was given on the 6th 
inst. to the Local Government (Elections) Bill, which is now the 
Local Government (Elections) Act, 1896. The Act continues the 
provisions of section 80 of the Local Government Act, 1894, under 
which the county council were empowered to remove difficulties arising 
upon the first election of parish or district councillors. It provides 
that if any difficulty arises with respect to any election of parish or 
district councillors or of guardians, or to the first meeting after any 
ordinary election of such councillors or guardians, or if, from an 
election not being held or being defective, or otherwise, the council or 
board has not been properly constituted, the county council may by 
order make any appointment or do anything which appears to them 
necessary or expedient for the proper holding of any such election or 
meeting, and properly constituting the council or board, and may, if 
it appears to them necessary, direct the holding of an election or 
meeting, and fix the dates for such election or meeting. 





REVIEWS. 
MAINTENANCE, DESERTION, AND BASTARDY., 


Tur LAw oF MAINTENANCE, DESERTION, AND BasTaRDy. Second 
Edition. By TEMPLE CHEVALLIER Martin, Chief Clerk to the 
Magistrates of the Lambeth Police Court, and GzorcE TEMPLE 
Martin, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The authors of this admirable little text-book are to be condoled 
with for their inability to find an adequate short title for it. Itis 
really a Justices’ Manual for Family Offences, and comprises the law 
and procedure before justices affecting the maimtenance of wives, 
children, whether legitimate or illegitimate, and other relations, the 
protection of wives on the ground of desertion or cruelty, the custody 
of children, and the protection of children. The jurisdiction of 
justices in these matters has been largely extended by recent statutes 
of 1891, 1894, and 1895; and it would be difficult to find a better 
guide than this book for justices and clerks to justives called upon to 
exercise these difficult and delicate duties. : 

Each branch of the subject is opened by a clear and concise 
summary of the general principles of law bearing upon it, with a 
quite adequate reference to decided cases. This is followed by 
careful analysis of the powers of justices under the statutes, as com~- 
pared with the courts whose principles have been to some extent 
adopted in those statutes—e.g., the Divorce Court in dealing with 
separation and protection orders. The main statutes are set out im 
full in connection with each subject, and the procedure is carefully 
dealt with. 

The appendix contains the rules of the Supreme Court as to appeal 
under the now repealed Matrimonial Clauses Act, 1878, which are to 
apply until fresh rules are made under the Act of 1895, and also @ 
very full set of forms for complaints, summonses, orders, and pro- 


ceedings under the different Acts. 





house assistant whose income does not exceed the rate of £150 a year, 


These Acts dfford some striking examples of the haphazard way in 
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which our law grows. 


magistrates. 

magistrates is the conviction of the husband for an “ aggravated 
assault” upon the wife; but there never has been any statutory 
definition of an “ aggravated assault.” In this connection we may 
note incidentally a misleading omission in the text (pp. 60, 61), where 
the conviction of the husband for an “ aggravated assault,” without 
adding “upon her,” is stated as the ground of an order for separa- 
tion. The statute itself is, however, correctly set out at Pp 66. 
There are other small clerical and printer’s errors; but they do not 
materially detract from the merits of a most careful and useful text- 


book. 





COPYRIGHT. 
Taz Law or Copyricut. By T. E. Sorutron, Barrister-at-Law. 
TurrD Eprrion. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Mr. Scrutton’s work is now so well known an authority on the 
law of copyright that it would perhaps be sufficient to say that the 
third edition which has now appeared well maintains the standard 
of the former editions. It has always been a feature of the book 
that the author does not limit himself, as some writers do, to actual 
enactments and decisions, but gives his readers the benefit of his 
views on various points which can hardly yet be said to be settled. 
And in connection with this we think he is thoroughly justified in 
pointing out that hardly a copyright case comes into court, hardly 
a copyright question comes before counsel for opinion, which does 
not emphasize the necessity of a thorough revision and codification 
of the numerous and ill-drafted Acts which constitute the copyright 
law of England. We fully share his aspiration that so strongly 
situated a Government as that which now exists may do something 
towards carrying out the recommendations of the Copyright Com- 
mission of 1878. In the meantime the existing law, confused and 
unsatisfactory as it is, may be ascertained from Mr. Scrutton’s book 
with reasonable certainty. We are not quite sure that we thoroughly 
appreciate the attractiveness of some of his more highly scientific 
headings, such as ‘“‘ Investitive, Transvestitive, and Divestitive 
Facts,” but under one heading or another the subject of copyright, 
whether literary, artistic, musical, dramatic, colonial, international, 
or what not is fully considered, with comments all very much to the 
point. The summary of the ‘‘ Living Pictures” litigation, at pp. 
173-4, will save many students from getting entangled in the meshes 
of a very intricate net, and there seems to be some hope for the 
legal profession in the reference to the same litigation in the preface, 
where the author pointedly says that ‘‘the series of ‘ Living 
Pictures’ cases, in which the House of Lords finally decided that 
when B. tries and intends to copy A.’s copyright work, and C. 
intends and tries to copy B.’s copy, C.’s copy may not be an 
infringement of A.’s copyright, has prepared the way for a series of 
ingenious defences by inartistic pirates.” 
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A Treatise on the Law of Easements. By JoHun LzEyBourn 
Gopparp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Selection of Leading Cases, with Notes. By Jon W1LL1AM SMITH. 
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Death Duty Tables. Comprising in an expanded form Tables I., 
IL, IIL, appended to the Succession Duty Act, 1855 (16 & 17 Vict. 
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William Clowes & Sons. 


For instance, two years is a minimum of 
desertion for which a wife can obtain judicial separation from the 
Divorce Court ; no limit whatever is prescribed for proceedings before 

Again, a conclusive foundation of separation before 


The Act under which Dr. Jameson will be Tried. Foreign Enlist- 
ment Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 90). With Notes of Cases. By 
GERALD JOHN WHEELER, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Eyre & 
Spottiswoode. 

Supplement to Indermaur’s Manual of Equity. Third Edition. 
By Jonn INDERMAUR. 


Wilson’s Investment Tables. ErrincHam WILsO‘. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE ORIGINATING SUMMONS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I have emerged from the criticisms of Mr. Burney with a more 
entire skin than I anticipated. 

I was certainly not under the impression that all originating 
summonses are actions, as the context of my letter shews. Many are 
actions, or equivalent to actions (Re Medland, Eland v. Medland (41 
Ch. D. 476)); but of course many are, under the authorities Mr. 
Burney quotes, not actions, and it needs no authority to shew that 
summonses not inter partes are not actions, and the only point that 
can remain is whether these two last classes can without inconvenience 
be made actions, in which case a uniform result can be secured and 
all the proceedings commenced by writ. It is clear that proceedings 
under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, and the summonses referred to 
under the Trade-Marks Acts present no difficulties in this respect, 
and I strongly suspect that the same applies to many of the sum- 
monses called ‘‘not inter partes.” I have before me a very good 
instance of this in a summons just served, headed: In the matter of 
@ certain property and in the matter of the Settled Land Acts, in 
which the “respondent,” a trustee not having a power of sale, is 
directed to enter an appearance to the summons issued by the 
“applicant” (the tenant for life) for the appointment of trustees, 
&c. Here it is clear that the applicant is virtually a plaintiff and the 
respondent a defendant, and no possible harm could be done by treat- 
ing this as an action. Still I again admit that there is a residuum of 
cases in which, whilst the applicant fills the place of plaintiff, it may 
not be practicable to obtain a responding party to fill the place of 
defendant. It was in view of this that I made the suggestion of 
putting in the official solicitor as a pro formd defendant (not to be 
served without directions) to preserve the uniformity. This Mr. 
Burney refers to as the ‘‘ quaintest device,” and makes the not unex- 
age reference to John Doe and Richard Roe. I can readily forgive 

im the joke and say that I am not wedded to the device, but would 
welcome a better if it secured the same object. 

Mr. Burney considers that “ pone in court ” (whatever that 
may mean) should be initiated by writ, motion, or petition, and that 
@ summons is the proper mode of originating a matter intended to be 
carried through in chambers. But will he explain how these pro- 
ceedings are to be @ priori distinguished? An action commenced by 
writ may be conducted wholly in chambers (e.g., an action for account 
under order 15), whilst the practitioner can never say beforehand if 
his summons will stop at the chief clerk or judge in chambers, or if 
it will get into court or even go to the Court of Appeal. I see 
that some sixty-one of these ——s summonses got into Mr. 
Justice Chitty’s court list of January last under the heading of 
Causes for Trial, whether ‘‘intended” or not. I submit, therefore, 
that Mr. Burney’s distinction breaks down. 

Questions of jurisdiction also arise. Sometimes it is held that 
there is jurisdiction on the or iy gg (e.g., Re Davies, 
38 Ch. D. 210), sometimes not (e.g., Royle, 43 Ch. D. 18). In 
the latter case at present the proceeding is lost, but in the course 
proposed it would merely necessitate an amendment of the indorse- 
ment on the writ. 

Then Mr. Burney mentions that numerous statutes provide for 
initiating proceedings by summons. No one doubts it. This is the 
very provision proposed to be altered. 





The Parish Councils Election Manual. Being an Explanation of 
the Law relating to the Election of Members of Parish Councils 
under the Local Government Act, 1894. Together with the Rules 
and Regulations issued by the Local Government Board relating to 
ections. Second Edition. By T. R. Coreuncun Dit, B.A., 

-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


_A Digest of the Law of Agency. By WitL1aM Bowsrzap, Bar- 
nister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Law of Residential and Business Flats. By GEORGE BLAcK- 
WELL, Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. 

_ The Student’s Legal Hi.tory. By R. Srorry Deans, LL.B., Bar- 
nister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 

Law Journal Reports. Synopsis of Contem 

r porary Reports, 1832- 

1895, Equity, 1832-1868; Common Law, 1832-1871; All the 


Finally, he asks (in effect), what are the advantages of the change ? 
The gets of uniformity should foritself. The practitioner 
would only have the difficulties incident to every action, without 
having in addition to consider the question of jurisdiction by 
summons. You have at length explained the advantages as to 
service abroad. And there are the further advantages that the court 
could, if desirable, direct pleadings, discovery, interrogatories, or 
anything else now obtainable in an action. 

i think, therefore, I may claim to have made out a case for con- 
sideration, at least, of the pro that all proceedings on the Chan- 
cery side should be originated by writ of summons with indorsement 
varied to meet the particular class of case. 

In conclusion, I will only remark that no one could give the pro- 
posal such a powerful impetus forward, or do so much to improve it, 
as Mr. Burney if he could see his way to ~— 





Courts, 1866-1895. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


. I, CHAMBERLAIN, 
48, Finsbury-square, E.C., March 11, 1896, 
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CASES OF THE WEFK. 


Court of Appeal. 
DUBOWSKI v. GOLDSTEIN—No. 1, 6th March. 


AGREEMENT IN Restramnt or TRADE—VALIDITY—REASONABLENESS—SEVER- 
ABLE CoveNANT—PARTIAL ENFORCEMENT. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from the judgment of the 
Divisional Court, varying the judgment of his honour Judge Bacon at 
the Whitechapel County Court. The plaintiff was a dairyman. In an 

t dated May the 2nd, 1892, the defendant agreed to serve the 
plaintiff in his business as a milk carrier and general servant. The 
ment contained the following covenant on the part of the defendant: 
‘The employé shall not, nor will during the continuance of such service, 
or at any time thereafter, serve or cause to be served for his own benefit or 
for the benefit of any other person or persons or any company either 
directly or indirectly, or solicit or in any way interfere with or cause to be 
solicited or interfered with, any of the customers which shall at any time 
be served by or then belonging to the employer, his successor or assigns 
in the said ess.”” The defendant left the petitioner’s employ in 1895, 
and the plaintiff alleged that the defendant had since that time committed 
a breach of the covenant. The county court judge gave judgment for 
the plaintiff, granting an injunction in the terms of the covenant and 
On appeal the Divisional Court (Vaughan Williams and 
Wright, JJ.), acting on the authority of Baines v. Geary, 35 Ch. D. 154, 
varied the order of the county court judge by limiting the injunction so as 
to restrain the defendant from serving only such persons as were customers 
of tke plaintiff during the time when the defendant was in his service. 
The defendaxt appealed and it was argued that the covenant was 
unreasonably wide and that it could not be severed, and that Baines v. Geary 
(ubi supra) was wrongly decided. 

Tus Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorzs and Ricsy JJ.) dismissed the 
a ‘ 
mD Esuer, M.R. said that the agreement related to the business of a 
dairyman carried on by the plaintiff at St. George’s-in-the-East, in which 
district he had several shops, and it was in that district and nowhere else 
that the defendant was engaged. (General words were used in the agree- 
ment which might apply to any business, but according to the ordinary 
canons of custom the general words must be confined to the particular 
business to which the ment related. If the plaintiff had transferred 
the business to some other locality so remote from St. George’s-in-the- 
East that he could not carry on the business from that spot, then it would 
not be the same business but another. Therefore the locality of the 
business was fixed. The agreement referred to what the defendant might 
and might not do after he left the plaintiff’s employment. The customers 
were obviously divisible into two sets. First, there were those who were 
customers of the  sargoed before the defendant left. They would be 
known tothe defendant, and according to the true construction of the agree- 
ment he undertook not to interfere with them after leaving the plaintiff’s 
service. Secondly, there were persons who became the plaintiff’s custom- 
ers after the defendant had ceased to be his servant, and the plaintiff 
desired to protect himself by injunction from the defendant’s interference 
with them. In the county court an injunction was granted as to both 
sets of customers but the divisional court had limited it to the former set 

. The judges in the divisional court had been pressed with the 
of North, J.,in Baines v. Geary (ubi supra), but his lordship declined 
to consider whether that case was wrongly or rightly decided. North, J., 
did not assume to decide any new law, and if he applied the law wrongly 
to the facts of that particular case, then his application of the law was not 
— on a court of co-ordinate jurisdiction. The law applicable to all 
cases of this kind was that the restraint must be reasonable, and his lord- 
ship was inclined to think the injunction, as originally granted in this case, 
was it, but however that might be the covenant was, in his opinion, 
as to the two classes of customers, and an injunction could be 
interference with those persons who were customers of 
plaintiff whilst the defendant was employed by the plaintiff. On that 
view, therefore, the injunction, as altered by the divisional court could not 
be objected to, and the appeal would be dismissed. 
Lorzs, L.J., said that the agreement must be construed with reference 
the surrounding circumstances and the intentions of the parties, and he 
not think that it was unreasonably wide as to space. With regard to 
‘question of time he thought that the agreement was severable; other- 
there would, in his opinion, have been some difficulty in upholding 
agreement; but after carefully considering the language of the agree- 
he came to the conclusion that an injunction could be granted, 
to the first class of customers. 
Riesy, L.J., concurred, and expressed the opinion that, having regard 
the nature of the business, which was limited in locality, the agreement 
migh' ye mera have been held good as to both classes of customers. 
soeedk 


. Oounser, Jessel; Gwynne James and E. Shortt. 
Souscrrons, #. R. Adler ; T. R. Watson. 


[Reported by F. O. Ropinson, Barrister-at-Law. | 
LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Appellants); PRYOR (Respondent)— 
No. 1, 3rd March. 


Mzrrorotis—New Srrezst—Generat Linz or Burrpnvc—CourryarD AND 
Garpgn or Hovse—Mernorotis Manacement Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. 
c. 102), ss. 74, 75. 


Thiq was an appeal from the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division 


FLEES 
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March 14, 1896; 
trate, the question raised whether a certain building came 
section 74 or section 75 of the 


Managogent Act, 1862. On 
Ist of April, 1895, the respondent Cs rope ‘ore the magistia tt 
answer to a complaint made on behalf of the a) ts, that he did unlaw. 
fully begin to erect a certain building beyond the general line of buildings 
in Prince George-road, Stoke Newington, without the consent in 
of the London County Council, con to 25 & 26 Vict. c. 102, s. 7 
45 & 46 Vict. c. 14, s. 10, and 51 & 52 Vict. c. 41. In October, 1894, the 
respondent began to erect in Prince George-road, for the owner of the 
site, a certain . The cuperintand’s architect to the London 
County Council by his certificate, dated the 22nd of January, 1895, decided 
the general line of buildings in Prince George-road, and decided that the 
said building was in the said road, Previously to the year 1890, when Prince 
George- was laid out and made, there had been a row of houses, Nos, 
69 to 85, Stoke Newington-road, having forecourts in front and gardens 
at theback. Prince George-road ran at right angles to Stoke Newington. 
road. No 81, Stoke Newington-road, was pulled down to make 
George-road, and the new street was to cover the site of No. 81 and 
of the rae. and forecourt and site of the house, No. 83, 
At the date of the hearing of the summons before the magistrate the 
garden and forecourt wall of No. 83 had been put-back to the of the 
new street, but the house, No. 83, remained standing, the plans, however, 
shewing that Nos. 83 and 85 wereto be pulled down, and they were sub- 
sequently pulled down. The forecourts to those two houses were about 
40 feet in . The building in question, when completed, would be 
situate upon part of the forecourt, garden, and site of No. 83, right up to 
the new street, and upon the forecourt, site, and part of the garden of 
No. 85, and was seven feet beyond the general line of buildings in that 
street. Noconsent had been given by the London County Council to the 
erection of the said building. The respondent contended that the said 
building was exempt from the requirements of section 75 of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1862, by reason of the decision in Lord Auckland v. The 
Westminster District Board (20 W. R. 845, L. R. 7 Ch. 597). The magis- 
trate, being of opinion that the facts above stated were indistinguishable 
from the facts upon which the decision in Lord Auckland’s case rested, dis- 
missed the complaint, subject to a special case. The Divisional Court 
held that Lord Auckland’s case did not apply, and remitted the case to the 
magistrate. The respondent appealed tothe Court of Appeal. 
Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 
Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the magistrate had stated the facts in the 
special case, and asked the court to say whether those facts brought the 
case within Lord Auckland’s case. That, in his opinion, raised a question 
of law. The landowner desired to make a new street leading out of the 
Stoke Newington-road, and one house was pulled down to make the new 
street, and another house, which remained standing, projected beyond the 
neral line of buildings in that street. That house had since been pulled 
on, but when the new street was about to be formed it was shewn upon 
the plans that it was intended to be pulled down for the ope of the new 
street. The builder contended that he had a right to d on the site of 
that house and on the ground on each side of it though beyond the 
building line. It was contended for the County Council that the house had 
been pulled down for the purposes of the street, and if the land or site 
was built upon, the general line of buildings in that new street must be 
conformed to. In Lord Auckland's case there was an exi street, and 
certain houses in it which were pulled down with gardens in front of 
them. The owner claimed to rebuild on the site of the houses and the 
gardens. The court held that he was entitled to do so, the gardens being 
at of this curtilage of the houses and therefore, in law, of the 
ouses. The present case was not like that. The plans here shewed that 
the forecourt and garden of this house were not of the curtilage of 
the house. Therefore, the case was not governed by Lord Auckland's case. 
Section 74 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, did not apply, as the 
builder was not rebuilding an old house, but he was erecting a new 
building upon the site of the old house and on the old garden and fore~ 
—_ He had abandoned the old house. The appeal must, therefore, be 
ismissed. 
Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ., concurred.—CounssL, McColl, Q.C., and 
Macmorran, Q.C.; Horace Avory, and F. F. Daldy. Soutcrrons, Endell § 
Gordon; Blaxiand. 


[Reported by W. F. Rarry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HENDERSON BROTHERS v. SHANKLAND & 0O.—No. 1, 4th March. 


Sur—GeneraLt Averace Sacririce—Priok Particutar Averacs Loss— 
Constructive Tora, Loss—Amount To BE CoNTRIBUTED TO IN GENERAL 
AveraGe—VA.vus or Surp—One-turep Nzw ror OL. 


Appeal from the judgment of Mathew, J., reported in 1 Com. Cas. 252. 
The plaintiffs Bheoh owners of cargo on board The Woodburn, an iron 
sailing ship belonging to the defendants. 
voyage from Chit to Dundee. with a — of jute, encountered a 
storm and was damag To save the 8 cargo,a general 

masts, and the ship then 


ted herself, and nog Bie ht into Osloutta, Upon bel ed it 
& was it into tta. survey 
- would aed “ed value when 


was found that the cost of repairing her 
repaired, and she was sold as a constructive total loss for £883. The ques- 
tion was, what was the sum to be contributed to in gen¢gral average by 
and cargo. The value of the ship before the storm was £6,000. The 





(reported ante, p. 259) on a case stated by a metropolitan police magie- 


£3,429, or 37 cent. of the total. plaintiff 
estimated cost of repairing the particular average loss (£3,429) should 
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deducted from the £6,000, the value of the ship before that loss, and that 
balance (£2,571) was the value of the ship at the time of the general 
sacrifice ; and as the ship sold for £883, the amount to be con- 
to in general average was £1,688. The defendants contended 
that the difference between £6,000, the o: value of the ship, and 
£883, the amount realized by the sale—namely, £5,117, was the total loss 
sustained by the ship, and 63 per cent. of that sum was the amount to be 
contributed to in general average. Mathew, J., held that the plaintiffs’ 
contention was correct, and directed the adjustment to be made upon that 
The defendants appealed. 
Tus Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


He 


ne 


Esuer, M R., said that the question in the action was how was 
the general average sacrifice to be dealt with as between ship and 
. Im order to arrive at that it was necessary to ascertain what 

To ascertain 


P 
been adopted, namely, to take the value of the ship before the ar 
done by the storm, to deduct from that value cost of 
that damage, and the balance was the value of the ship at that 
time. That was the practical working rule laid down in a somewhat 
obscure in Lowndes on Ave (4th ed., p. 304), and it had 
always been used in general average adjustment cases. That was the 
view adopted by Mathew, J. The next question was whether a deduction 
of one-third new for old should be made from the estimated cost of 
. In his opinion Mathew, J., was right in saying that such a 
deduction was not authorized. In Arnould on Marine Insurance (6th ed., 
. 1048), citing a judgment of Story, J., anda pane from Phillips on 
ce, it was stated that, in estimating the cost of re to ascertain 
ifa constructive total loss had occurred, suck a deduction could not be 
made. Mathew, J., was therefore right in holding that this deduction 
should not be made. The judgment was therefore right and must be 


affirmed. 

Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgn, Bigham, Q.C., and 
Leck; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and T. E. Serutton. Soxtcrrors, Lowless ¢ Co. ; 
Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton. 

|Reported by W. F. Baray, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


Re BENNETT. JONES v. BENNETT—No. 2, 9th March. 


Travetze—Cuarces Property IncurrED—EXPENSE OF INVESTIGATING AS TO 
Secveiry or Trust Estats—Costs—How Borne AS BETWEEN TENANT 
ror Lirzk AND ReMAINDERMAN. 


In this case two questions were raised—(1) as to how often the trustee 
of the testator’s will ought to have an investigation as to the condition of 
the business of certain persons who owed money to the estate; and (2) by 
whom, as between tenant for life and remain the expense of such 
in ion ought to be borne. The testator had for some time prior to 
the 10th of April, 1894, carried on business in partnership with cen 
Walton & Marshall, and, the partnership term a —. it was 
arranged between the parties that the testator should re’ from the 
business, and that Messrs. Walton & Marshall should continue to carry it on 
together, and by an ent dated the 10th of April, 1894, made between 
the testator of the one part and Walton & Marshall of the other part it 
was (inter alia) agreed as follows: (1) That the testator should retire from 
the said business in favour of Walton & Marshall as from the 16th of 
February, 1894. (2) That the capital of the testator in the said firm on 
the said 18th of February, 1894, was to be taken as settled and ascertained 
at the sum of £15,772 4s. 10d., and such capital sum was to be considered 
a8 money lent by the testator to Walton & Marshall on the 16th of 
February, 1894, at interest at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum from that 
day, such interest to be payable as therein mentioned, and the said capital 
sum to be repaid by Walton & Marshall to the testator on the 16th of 
August, 1904. By clause (3) Walton & Marshall were empowered to pay 
off the capital sum at any time. By clause (11) Walton & Marshall agreed 
to produce and shew to the testator the balance-sheet of the business to 
be carried on by-them, and all books and documents in relation thereto, 
and that the testator should have at all times free access and full liberty 
to inspect and examine the stock-in-trade, &c. By clause (12) it was 
declared that that agreement was upon the express condition that if and 
whenever (inéer alia) the said business should be carried on at a loss, or if 
and whenever the balance-sheets and other books in connection with the 
said business should not be clearly and honestly kept, or if and whenever 
Walton or Marshall should at any time draw out more than his profit of 
the said business, or if and whenever the stock-in-trade of 
business should be overvalued, &c., the testator, his heirs, executors, 
administrators, and assigns might (inter alia) recover immediate 
payment of the said sum of £15,772 4s. 10d., or so much 
thereof as should then remain owing. Im pursuance of such 
agreement Walton & Marshall had duly on the said busi- 
ness. The testator died on the 27th of September, 1894, having by his 
ma dated the 14th of February, 1890, given all his resid 











the income of the proceeds thereof would have been if the same 
had been converted. ee — ae se 


P 
yable under clause 12 thereof 
and an independent 

least once every year by duly 
directed one such audit and 
oe 1894, o Aes 
app! by originatin, tition Chancery 
(inter alia) determined (6) whether he should Mager arte cowed 
and stocktaking once every or at any o! w intervals ; 
(c) how the expense of the audit and stocktaking which had already taken 
place and any future audit and stocktaki it to be borne, and 
whether out of capital or income. The Vice- 
the trustee should have such audit and s' once and 
each year; and as to (c) that the expense of the audit and 
should be borne by capital as being a testamentary but that 
those wary one § to be made should be paid for out of income. The 
tenants for life appealed from that decision. 

Liver, L.J.—In reference to (6) said that in his opinion the order 
made by the Vice-Chancellor was too strict. It would be better to direct 
that in the absence of any special circumstances this audit sh 
once a year, but that leave with the trustees a discretion to have it 
more than once in a year or not as they think expedien’ as 
follows :—Now comes the question how the is to be The 
trustee says that he must employ an accountant and asks who is to pay 
Pl at In the poet ag as between the mae or his — : 

e continuing partners, expense cannot wh upon » it 
must, therefore, be borne by the testator’s estate. If so, why should it 
not be paid out of the capital of the estate? It is not exactly a debt or 
testamentary , but is much more akin to 
else. I think that Mr. Cozens-Hardy’s s ion 
namely, that this is part of the costs, charges, 
incurred by the executor in the performance of his duties. 
it be thrown on the tenant for life? For whose benefit is the expense to 
be incurred? It is for the benefit of the whole estate. The 
effect will be that the tenant a lose the ee of the 3 
expended. It has been suggested these are ann outgoings. 
don’t think that they are anything of the sort. By ou 
generally meant some payments which must be made to secure income 
of the property. In my opinion the Vice-Chancellor ht ‘to have 
deskiaed that the eupenase © the audit and stocktaking ougit to be paid 
out of corpus, and he ought not to have drawn any distinction between the 
first and the subsequent — 

Kayand A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsg., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
and J. Rutherford; P. O. Lawrence, Q.C., A, Rutherford; F. 
Thompson and A. 4B. Terrell. Souscrrors, Miller, Peel, Hughes, ¢ Rutherford, 
Liverpool ; J. F. Harrison § Burton, Liverpool. 

[Reported by W. Scorr Tuompson, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
DENNISON v. JEFFS—North, J., 3rd and 4th March, 
Buripine Soctsty—Instrument or DissoLuTion—Lnva.ipiry. 


This was an action ht by a member of a building society to re- 
strain the trustees of a ee ee cone cena 
on the same, on the ground that there were. not the requisite number 
signatures to it [37 & 38 Vict. c. 42, s. 32, sub-section 3], as inter alia, some 
of the tures were those of infants, and others were those of only one 
“i oy Same judgment, held that (1) infant sign th 

oRTH, J., an may e 
instrument and be counted ; (2) that joint holders of a share must each 
sign the instrument of dissolution, but can only be counted as one; (3) 
that a member signing must be taken to sign in respect of all shares he 
holds ; (4) if the deed is invalid through not having a sufficient number of 
signatures, the defect cannot be cured by other signatures to the 
duplicate deed returned by the Registrar of B Societies.— Counsz., 
Swinfen Eady, Q.0., and McSwinney; Vernon Smith, Q.C., and Dunham. 
Sourcrrors, J. A. Dennison ¢ Co. ; Georger, Reader, § Co., for Broad $ Riggall, 


Watford. 
{Reported by R. Sittem, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re KONIG & EBHARDT’S TRADE-MARK.—Stirling, J., 6th March. 


Trape-Mark—Royat Crown—Pracrics or THE TRADE-MARKS Orrice— 
Instructions To APPLICANTS—Rvuie 30—Vauinrry. 


This wes 0 motion bosnghs hy wap-et sqgeel' qusties Be sateen of Se 
comptroller to register a trade-mark in respect of goods in class 39. The 
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that refusal, and the Board of Trade referred the matter to the court and 
directed that the persons interested in the trade-marks mentioned in the 
comptroller’s letter should be served. The applicants now moved that 
the comptroller might be directed to proceed with the registration. The 
applicants had not formally served the persons interested in the registered 
marks, but had applied to them all by letters, and of such persons some 
consented unreservedly to the applicants’ mark being registered, others 
desired certain limitations as to the mode of user of the applicants’ mark 
if registered, and two of such persons left the matter to the court. The 
first reason stated by the comptroller was based upon the practice of the 
trade-marks office under the instructions to persons wishing to register 
trade-marks issued in the year 1890. By No. 30 of such instructions it is 
provided that ‘‘ the following will not be registered as trade-marks or as 
egy ya parts of trade-marks unless the marks have been registered 
‘ore August 13th, 1875 :—The royal arms and arms so nearly resembling 
them as to be calculated to deceive . representations of the royal 
crown.’? Upon the hearing of the motion counsel on behalf of the appli- 
cants stated that they were willing to confine the registration of the mark 
in question to account-books, ruled paper, and other paper for use in 
beolen, and to disclaim any right to the exclusive use of the crown device. 
Srreiine, J., referred to the facts above set forth and said that, with the 
above modifications, it appeared to him that the application for registra- 
tion would be right and free from objection in respect of the trade-marks 
already on the register, and the application as so limited would not fall 
within section 72 of the Act of 1883. With reference to the first of the 
reasons given by the comptroller—namely, the similarity of the device in 
question to the royal crown—his lordship said that that objection related 
to the crown or coronet which appeared surmounting the device of a shield 
ore Se registered. It had been correctly pointed out on behalf 
of the applicants that there was no binding rule in reference to the matter. 
Nevertheless, in all the series of instructions from time to time since 1875 
issued by the comptroller to persons intending to apply for registration 
there had been similar provisions relating to the matter. These instruc- 
tions had been perfectly well known to all applicants for trade-marks 
ever since 1875, they had been largely acted on, and further, it appeared 
from the evidence in the present case that applications for registration had 
been refused on this ground, and whether cr no these instructions were 
binding on the court. His lordship said that he would be very slow to 
de from the practice which bad been followed for twenty years. He 
did not, however, propose to decide the case on the ground that there 
ought to be no departure from those instructions; indeed, he had not 
been asked to depart from them, for it had been urged in argument that 
the coronet in question was not, in fact, a royal crown. What wasa royal 
crown? It was that appearing on the royal arms and was sufficiently well 
known. It was a circlet surmounted by two arches. The crown in ques- 
tion had no arches, and resembled the coronet of a marquis If the rule 
in question had applied to all coronets he would have been disposed to 
hold that it ought not to be departed from, but it did not apply to all 
coronets, and in hislordship’s opinion the coronet in question did not so 
closely resemble the royal crown as to be calculated to deceive. Subject to 
the ers above mentioned, the trade-mark ought therefore to be 
registered. —CounseL, Moulton, Q.C., and Whinney; Sir R. Webster, 
A.G., and Ingle Joyce. Soxicrrons, Gresham, Davis, § Dallas, and The 
Solicitor to Board of Trade. 


[Reported by W. Scorr Tuourson, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


HOW v. EARL WINTERTON—Kekewich, J., 4th March. 


Trustg—e—Action ror Account—Sratvute or Liuirations—Tue TrustEez 
Acr, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 59), s. 8, suB-sEcTion (1)—DisnuRsEMENTS 
BY TRUSTBE MORE THAN S1tx YEARS BEFORE ACTION BROUGHT- Monzy 
RECEIVED BY AND IN HANps or TrusTEE WITHIN Stix YEARS or Writ. 


A testatrix devised all her real estates, subject to certain incumbrances, 
to trustees on trust to pay from time to time during the life of A, and also 
for a term of fourteen years from the death of the testatrix, if A (as 
happened) should not eo long live as to take and receive the rents and 

of the real estate, to pay to A the annual sum of £100 during her 

‘ife, and subject to this and another annuity, to invest the residue or 
surplus of the rents and profits in the purchase of freehold or copyhold 
hereditaments, upon the trusts and for the purposes expressed in her will 
her real estate; and in the meantime, and until the moneys 

should be so laid out, to invest ruch residue or surplus upon authorized 
securities, and to apply the dividends and interest in the same manner as 
the rents and profits were by her will directed to be applied, so as to form 
an accumulating fund in the nature of compound interest; and from and 
after the death of A, if she should die before the expiration of the fourteen 
years (as happened), upon trust, during the residue of the term, to pay 
the annual sum of £100 to Turnour Rabett and the plaintiff (son and 
daughter of A) in equal shares with benefit of survivorship ; and from and 


after the — of the term of fourteen years the testutrix gave and 
devised to the plaintiff an annuity or yearly rent-charge of £50 during her 
life, and c! this annuity on all her real estate. The testatrix died 


on the won gheed ge shed oe ae of me estates — were charged with 
prepa, a ings to foreclose which absolutely were now pend- 
ing. The patio of fourteen years expired the 20th of May, 1889. During 
the whole of the period the defendant (the surviving trustee) was in receipt 
of the rents and profits. A died on the 26th of November, 1879. The plain- 
tiff’s one | was duly paid until November, 1894, when it fell into arrear. 
The plaintiff issued a writ on the 9th of August, 1895, asking (inter alia) 
against the defendant, the sole trustee, ‘‘an account of the rents and 

ita of the real estate of the testatrix received by the defendant during 

period of fourteen years from the death of the testatrix,’”’ a declaration 


that the defendant was liable to make good to the estate of testatrix the / validity of the patent. The defendants, on the 








difference between the rents and profits eo received and the moneys 
properly paid thereout, with compound interest at 5 per cent. per annum 
on the difference ; an account to be taken on that footing as to what was 
due from the defendant, and a declaration that the plaintiff’s annuity 
was charged on the amount so certified to be due from the defendant. 
The plaintiff’s contention was that the rents and profits during the period 
of fourteen years were more than sufficient to pay the necessary outgoings 
and to satisfy the annuities, and that the defendant, in breach of his duty, 
wholly neglected to lay out and invest the surplus as directed by the will, 
and thatno part of such surplus was, in fact, accumulated or invested, or 
otherwise made available as « security for the plaintiff’s annuity. While 
the defendant denied that the rents and profits were more than sufficient 
to keep down the outgoings, or that he had been guilty of neglect or 
breach of trust, and did not admit that, on the construction of the will, 
investments of surplus, if any, would be available as a security for the 
plaintiff’s annuity. Moreover, he contended that the plaintiff's right to 
accounts and declarations in this action were barred by the Trustee Act, 
1888, s. 8, as were also any claims for breach of trust during the fourteen 
years’ term. It was admitted at the bar that the defendant had received 
some small sums in respect of the rents and profits of the fourteen years’ 
term within six years of the commencement of the action. 

Kexewicu, J., after holding that the plaintiff's annuity was charged on the 
fund directed te be accumulated, inasmuch as the trustee was directed to 
invest that fund on real estate, said that the Trustee Act, 1888, s. 8, gave the 
right to trustees to set up the Statute of Limitations, but that sub-section 
1 of section 8 excepted two cases—first, where the claim was founded 
upon fraud, which was not charged, or indeed suggested, in the present 
case ; and second, which might be sub-divided into two heads where the 
claim was to recover trust property (a) still retained by the trustee, or (5) 
previously received by the trustee and converted to his own use. Counsel 
for a sg had proposed to prove that there was a considerable sum 
received by the trustee, part of which had been disposed of more than six 
years before the date of the writ, but some of which remained in the 
trustee’s hands within six years of the date of the writ; and also it had 
been admitted by the defendant that within the six years he had received 
money in respect of the rents and profits of the fourteen years’ term; and 
his lordship held that there must be an order for an account, with the 
direction to the chief clerk that any claim to moneys proved to have been 
parted with six years before the writ, was statute-barred.—CovunszL, 
NV. Micklem; Bramwell Davis. Q.C., and Godefroi. Soxtcrrors, Crowders § 
Vizard, for R. H. Mellersh, Godalming; White § Sanders, for Harvey § 
Harvey, Southsea. 


[Reported by C. C. Hens.ey, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BURGON AND WILKINSON (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 6th March. 


Trapg-Mark—Trapg Name—PracticE—CuHANGE OF NAME—RECTIFICATION 
or RecistsR—SHEFFIELD Mark—Parents, Designs, AND Trapg-Marxs 
Acts, 1883 to 1888 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), ss. 81 anv 90. 


This was a motion to rectify the register in respect of a Sheffield trade- 
mark, on the change of the name of the proprietors, a limited company. 
The company’s original name was William Wilkinson & Son (Limited), 
and it was now desired to amend the register by inserting the new name 
Burgon & Wilkinson (Limited), and the words ‘‘ formerly trading as” 
before the company’s old name in the form, following the decision of 
Stirling, J., in Re Patent Plumbago Crucible Co. (Sebastian on Trade-Marks, 
3rd ed., p. 405.) The Cutlers Co., to whom an application for amendment 
had been made under section 81 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks 
Acts, 1883 to 1888, refused to amend the register without an order of the 
court. The Board of Trade did not oppose the amendment. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the Cutlers Co. was right in refusing to amend 
without an order of the court; that the court being satisfied that it was 
a change of name only of the company the amendment would be allowed, 
but that, being a joint stock company, the amendment must be putin the 
form *‘ Burgon & Wilkinson (Limited) originally called William Wilkin- 
son & Son (Limited),’’ and not ‘‘ formerly trading as,’ which were words 
properly applicable, as in Re Patent Plumbago Crucible Co., to au unregistered 
company.—CoonsgL, W. Neill. Soxicrrors, J. B. Roberts § Wrightson, for 
G. T. Simpson, Sheffield. 


[Reported by C. C. Hensiey, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE SHOE MANUFACTORY CO. (LIM.) v. CUTLAN AND OTHERS— 
Romer, J., 7th March. 


Pracrice—Patent—Orper as To Costs—Vaurpirry or Parent — Res 
JupicaATA—F REsH EVIDENCE. 


This was an action to restrain the infringement of certain letters patent 
for an invention in “improvements in machines for lasting boots and 
shoes.”” These letters patent (1888, No. 14,586) were originally granted to 
a Mr. A. E. Strickler. An action had been brought by the same plain- 
tiffs against the same defendants in 1893 to restrain an infringement of 
the same letters patent, in which they claimed an injunction and damages. 
At the hearing of the action the plaintiffs failed to prove any infringement 
prior to the issue of the writ; but subject to this objection of the defen- 
dants their evidence was admitted. Romer, J., before whom the action 
was tried, in his judgment upheld the validity of the patent, granted the 
usual certificate, and ordered the defendants to pay the costs of deter- 
mining the question of validity, but found that there had been no 
infringement, and ordered the plaintiffs to pay the defendants’ costs of 
that te of the action. In the present action the plaintiffs maintained 
that the only question for the court was whether or not the patent had 
been infringed, and that the defendants were estopped from dispu the 
other hand, sub that 
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were entitled to dispute the validity of the patent, as the specifica- 
~~. which they alleged to be anticipations of the plaintiffs’ patent were 
not before the court in the former action, and that in that action the court 
dealt only with the question of the validity of the patent for the purpose 
of determining how the costs should be borne. 

Romer, J., held that the question of the boca A of me pees was a 
ves judicata between the parties. Inthe former action the plaintiffs alleged 
(1) that the patent was valid ; (2) that there had been an sam aang 
The court decided both issues, and on its decision made the order as to 
costs. In his lordship’s opinion it was not necessary that there should be, 
though it would have been better if there had been, a separate declaration 
as to the validity of the patent in the order, but in his lordship’s opinion 
the issue and question of validity sufficiently appeared in the judgment. 
As to the defendants’ argument that they were entitled to retry the validity 
of the patent on the ground that they had discovered fresh materials, they 
were not so entitled. If this argument was admitted there could be no 
finality in such an action. After hearing evidence on the question of 
infringement his lordship dismissed the plaintiffs’ action with costs, ex- 
cepting therefrom the custs incurred by disputing the validity of the 
patent, which must be paid by the defendants.—Counsg1, Fletcher Moulton, 
Q.0., Cripps, Q.C., and W. N. Lawson; Ralph Neville, Q.C., T. Terrell, 
Q.C., and Micklen. Soxicrrors, J. H. ¢ J. Y. Johnson ; Sharpe, Parker, 
Pritchard, § Barham, 

[Reported by J. Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE SEVERN AND WYE AND SEVERN BRIDGE RAILWAY CO.— 
Romer, J., for Vaughan Williams, J., 9tt March. 


InconPoraTED Company—Unparw Divipgnps—WInNpDING up—SHAREHOLDER 
—Sratvuts or Liwrrations, 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, 8. 3. 


This was a summons taken out by the liquidators of the above-named 
company to determine the question whether certain sums of £753 14s. 3d. 
and £349 4s. 3d. ‘respectively, representing unclaimed dividends which 
accrued upon the stocks respectively held by W. Robbins and John Sher- 
borne respectively prior to the year 1874, and which remained in the hands 
of the liquidators, should be paid to the respective legal personal repre- 
sentatives of the said W. Robbins and John Sherborne, or whether they 
ought to be treated as part of the general assets of the company available 
for distribution as such amongst the preference and ordinary stockholders 
as provided by an Act of 57 & 58 Vict. c. 189,s8. 7. Prior to 1879 the 
above-named company consisted of two distinct companies, namely, the 
Severn and Wye Railway and Canal Co. (hereinafter called the ‘‘ original 
company ’’) and the Severn Bridge Railway Co., but from October 1879 
the two companies were amalgamated and the shareholders in the two 
companies incorporated into one company, and incorporated by the name 
of the Severn and Wye and Severn Bridge Railway Oo. (hereafter called 
the “railway company’’). The Act amalgamating the two com- 
panies directed that the capitals of the two companies should 
be kept distinct, and they were kept distinct until a scheme 
of arrangement for settlement with the company’s creditors and the 
settlement and definition of the shareholders’ rights was sanctioned 
in 1885. By the scheme the capital of the railway company was 
consolidated and converted into A, B and C preference stock, and 
ordinary stock having priority one over the other in that order. 
The scheme defined how the new stocks were to be gear aan 
and allotted the ordinary stock between the holders of the ordinary 
shares of the original company and the holders of the ordinary shares 
of the Severn Bridge Railway Co. Under an Act of Parliament in 1894 
(57 & 58 Vict. c. 189) the railway company transferred their undertaking 
to the Great Western and Midland Railway ——— and liquidators 
of the railway company were appointed. By this Act it was provided 
that all moneys in the hands of the railway company, or debts due or 
owing to it on revenue account up to the 30th of June, 1894, and 
stores in hand up to that date were to remain the property of the railway 
company, and the Act directed that the railway —— should be 
wound up, as if it were a company registered under the Companies Acts, 
1862 to 1890, and had on the day of the passing of the Act passed a special 
resolution for winding up voluntarily. Section 7 directed that there 
should be paid to every registered proprietor of ordinary stock of the rail- 
way company the sum of £12 8s. for each £100 of such stock held by such 
roprietor, and so on in proportion for any less sum. There was a surplus 
n the hands of the liquidators, which it was provided by section 7 should 
be divided among the preference and ordinary stockholders of the railway 
company in the proportion therein defined. It appeared that when the 
original company was in existence dividends were paid half-yearly on 
production of a notice issued to the shareholders, and on the oe 

tigning @ special form of receipt. Prior to the amalgamation in 1879 
an item of liability used to appear in the half-yearly accounts issued by the 
original company as ‘‘ Unpaid dividends and interest,’’ and since the 
amalgamation the same item appeared in the half-yearly accounts of the 
railway company down to December, 1892; after that the same item of 
liability was included in ‘‘ Sundry outstanding accounts,” though the 
books would shew that this latter item included the un dividends, all 
of which accrued before the original company was gamated. It ap- 
peared that J. Sherborne was, in the year 1810, the proprietor of ten 
ordinary £50 shares in the original company. Under the scheme these 
Were converted into £250 of ordinary of the railway company. 


Dividends were paid to Sherborne and his legal personal tatives 
to April, 1855, after which date the dividends accumulated till November, 
1873, when dividends ceased to be declared on that class of stock. ‘The 


facts with reference to the shares.of W. Robbins, for the of this 
, were substantially the same as those with siguel $e Saban. 
summons raised the question whether the sums representing unpaid 
dividends should be paid to Sherborne’s and Robbins’ personal repre- 
sentatives, or whether such dividends should be as barred by the 
Statute of Limitations, and as surplus assets within the ing of the 
Act of 1894. The following cases and authorities were cited: Palmer’s 
Companies Precedents, 6th ed., p. 373; Barton v. North Staffordshire Rail- 
way Co. (36 W. R. 754, 38 Ch. D. 458); Companies Act, 1862, s. 16 
and Schedule I., Table A, c. 76; Lands Allotment Co. (42 W. R. 404, 1894; 
1 Ch. 616); Penny v. Pickwick (16 Beav. 216); Gowrand v. Edison Gower 
Bell Telephone Co. of Europe (57 L. J. Oh. 498); Smith v. Cork and Bandon 
Railway Co. (Irish Rep. 5 Eq. 65); Bush v. Martin (2 H. & C. 311); 
Lindley on Companies, 5th ed., p. 437; Lindley on Partnership, 6th ed., 
p. 512. 

Romgr, J., took time to consider his judgment, and delivered the 
following written judgment :—The liquidators have raised, as they were 
entitled to do, the defence of the Statute of Limitations in answer to the 
claims for unpaid dividends, which I have to consider. That defence is, 
in my opinion, fatal to the claims. The dividends ix question were 
declared and became La go more than twenty years before the present 
claims were made, and constituted debts due to the shareholders for 
which they could have sued at law, as was pointed out by Lindley, L.J., 
in the passage in his treatise on company law which was cited in the 
argument before me. Presumably, therefore, the Statute of Limitations 
began to run in favour of the company from the time the dividends 
became payable. But the claimants contend that the statute never began 
to run against them, on two grounds. In the first place, they contend 
that the company was in the position of a trustee for them of these 
dividends. In my judgment, this was not so. The delaration that the 
dividend was payable did not make the company a trustee of it for the 
shareholders. Nor did the company or its successor, the amalgamated 
company constituted by the Act of 1879, ever constitute itself a trustee. 
In the books of the two companies an account was kept as of a liability in 
respect of the unclaimed dividends. But the entry in the books of a de 
of a liability to a creditor does not constitute the debtor a trustee of the 
amount of that liability for the creditor. There was no apart 
of any special part of the assets of the companies as g or 
saggy these dividends, nor was any notice given to the share- 
holders, or any step taken by the companies, which, so far as kh 
can see, could be. treated as putting the companies in the sor 
tion of trustees or as preventing the Statute of Limitations from 
running in their favour. In the next place, the claimants con- 
tend that the statute did not run, on the ground that the shareholders 
and the company were in the position of or in an analogous 
position. In my opinion that contention is untenable. Nor can I see 
that the reasons upon which the rule is founded, that the Statute of 
Limitations does not run in respect of a claim between ers durin 
the continuance of the ership, apply to a for un 
dividends between a shareholder of an ee company and the 
company. The case of Penny v. Pickwick (suprd) relied on by the claimants, 
was one of a simple partnership which Lord (then Sir John) Romilly held 
under the circumstances was a continuing partnership. _ In the case of 
Barton v. North Staffordshire Railway Co. (suprd) Lord Justice (then Mr. 
Justice) Kay decided that where persons entitled as stockholders in a 
railway company were suing to establish their position as such, their 
cause of action only arose when the company first refused to treat them 
as stockholders, and that the Statute of Limitations did not commence to 
run before that refusal. He did not say that the case was, in fact, 
analogous to a claim between partners, but only that, if the rege were 
applicable, it would support his view, because the Statute only runs 
against a partner from the time of his exclusion. Nor is the claimant’s 
contention supported by the fact that, for many p , the director 
of the company are held to be in a fiduciary position with regard to their 
shareholders as shewn by the cases, referred to by the claimants, of 
Gourand v. The Edison Gower Bell Telephone Company of Europe, and Re Lands 
Allotment Co. (supré). For these reasons, in my opinion, the claims fail. 
I should add that, though I cannot find any decision of the English 
courts on the point I have had to consider, the view I am taking was 
expressed in the Irish Court of Appeal by Cbristian, L.J., in the case of 
Smith v. Cork and Bandon Railway Co. (supré).—Counset, F. Thompson ; 
Vernon Smith, Q.C., and Rowden ; Dibdin ; Cann. Soxscrrors, Field, Roscoe, 
$ Co., for James Wintle, Newnham ; Janson, Cobb, ¢ Pearson, for Haygarth ¢ 
Lawrence, Cirencester ; Peacock § Goddard, for Haines § Sumner, Gloucester ; 
Arthur Cheese. 


ee 


{Reported by V. px 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law.j 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


NOEL v. THE REDRUTH FOUNDRY CO. (LIM.)—3rd March. 


Employers AND WorkMEN—CoMPENSATION FOR PxrsonaL InsuntEs— 
AppRENTICE—Estimatgsp Earntnes—Mops or CauLcuLatTine In CasE oF 
ApprEenTicE—Emp.oyers’ Lianrurry Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 42), 
8. 3. 

Appeal by the defendant company from a judgment of the learned 
jude of the county court of Cornwall, holden at Redruth, by which judg- 
ment was entered for the plaintiff for a sum of £80 damages, in an action 
brought by the plaintiff ugh his next friend, under the a 

Act, 1 a a by the negligence of the 
defendants. The plain was a boy about nineteen years ofage. The 





boy was, when he was about fourteen years of age, appren to the 
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defendants at their foundry works at Redruth. There were no articles of 
apprenticeship, but the roar ong was a verbal one, and under this 
arrangement the boy was to apprenticed for the usual period of 
five years, that he was to receive Is. a week, for the first year, 2s. a 
week for the second year and so on, the increase being ls. a week 
. 7 me At the time he received the injuries now sued for he had begun 
and was receiving 5s. a week as his wages, but he was still 
the of pupilage. On the 29th of May, 1895, the plaintiff was 
the fitting shop, where he was erally employed; he was 
in a bar of iron with a drill, and while doing so his 
caught in the cog-wheels while he was putting the handle to 
the machine out of gear. His fingers were greatly crushed, and 
of them had to be amputated. He brought this action against 
employers to recover £107 damages for the injuries so received. The 
judge found that there was a defect in the machine which had not been 
owing to the negligence of a person entrusted with the duty of 
that the machinery in the fitting shop was in a proper condition. 
therefore found a verdict for the plaintiff. As to the question of the 
of damages to be awarded, the judge thought it an extremely 
one, as there seemed never to have been a similar case brought 
the court ; that by section 3 of the Act the compensation was to be 
estimated by the average of the plaintiff’s earnings, but that it would be 
@ perfect farce to hold that the plaintiff in this case should only be com- 
to the nominal wage of 5s. a week which he was then 
. He therefore held that he must take into consideration the 
question of what a lad of his qualifications would earn were he to get 
work in the district, and that the evidence shewed that he would get about 
14s, to 188. a week, and he thought that for the serious injuries 
received it was his duty to award the plaintiff £80, which he accordingly 
did. During the hearing a witness stated that ‘‘after a young man like 
jp rg owe gets out of his pupilage he would get 14s. to 18s.” Section 3 
of Employers Liability Act, 1880, provides that: ‘* The amount of 
recoverable under this Act shall not exceed such sum as 
may be found to be equivalent to the estimated earnings, during the three 
the injury, of a person in the same grade employed during 
years in the like employment and in the district in which the work- 
man is employed at the time of the injury.”” The defendants appealed, 
and contended that the judgment could not possibly stand for £80, which 
far exceeded the maximum allowed by section 3; that the wages of 5s. 
which the plaintiff was actually receiving was the basis by which to esti- 
mate the compensation; that the judge had gone beyond this and 
included in his estimate not only this sum of 5s. a week, but also a 
sum as an equivalent for his tuition and that in giving the plaintiff £80 he 
calculated the amount on the basis of about 10s. a week for the three 
; that the evidence on which the judge acted merely said that the 
tiff, if out of his pupilage, could get 14s. to 18s. a week ; and that 
very utmost the plaintiff was entitled to receive under the section 
the 5s. a week for three years, in all £39. For the plaintiff it was 
contended that the section meant that the plaintiff might receive three 
years’ Mer oy according to the average earnings in that district, and that 
the plaintiff was entitled to the average earnings in that trade in that 
district, which the evidence showed to be from 14s. to 18s. a week; that 
tiff, as an apprentice, was paid not merely the 5s. in money, but 
id this 5s. plus his training or tuition, and that, therefore, this 
ought to be taken into account in addition to the 5s. in estimating 
earnings and the compensation under section 3, and that upon this 
tation the maximum limit had not been exceeeded. 
Court (Wiis and Wrieut, JJ.) were of opinion that the judgment 
not stand for the £80, for which it was given by the county court 
that that amount far exceeded the statutory limit allowed by the 
; that the ‘“‘ estimated earnings’’ in the section was never 
by the Act to include, and did not include, tuition in such a case 
this, the value of which tuition it would be impossible to ascertain ; 
earnings of the plaintiff was the 5s. a week he was receiving at 
ofthe accident and no more, and this sum of 5s. was the basis of 
under the Act, and that, therefore, the maixmum limit the 
was entitled to receive was the three years or one hundred and 
-six weeks of the wages of a pupil fitter of that age, that is, the 5s. a 
making in all £39. Judgment reduced to £39, with leave to the 
to eppeal. —Counset, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Ellis Hill; 
, Q.C., and J. A. Hawke. Soxticrrors, Watson, Sons, § Room, for 
iell § Thomas, Camborne ; Robbins, Billing, ¢ 0o., for Paige ¢ Grylls, 


(Reported by Sir Suznston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Ez parte YOUNG—10th March. 
Manpamus—Drrecrors or a Buruprne Socrery Rervusz gitTHerR To ApMIT 
on Dagny a Orarm—Ricut To ARBITRATION CONSEQUENT UPON THEIR 

Dzcwsion HAVING. BEEN PREVIOUSLY Grven—Rvuizes or Burmpine 

Socrery. 

Counsel in this case moved for a rule nisi in the form of a mandamus 
addressed to the directors of a ap Standard Page rage Benefit 
ee, ane © mt! to shew cause why they should not 
hear etuivtins 0 aaxtaln santier. The facts were these. Last year a 
member of the society died, leaving a sum of £650 asa bequest to the 

Home, South K - His executor, the present applicant, 
the will, and gave notice to the society to pay over the above- 
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sum, which practically constituted the whole of the estate. 

The notice was sent to the directors in June last, but up to the present 
time they had done nothing in the matter at.all, Under the rules of the 
i of the 





tion in dispute one way or the other, as the right to demand ar 

arsoe only in cases ‘‘in which the decision the directors should be 
deemed unsatisfactory.” So far as counsel was aware there was no Act of 
Parliament which gave the executor power to bring the board of directors 
to book, and his client brought the matter into court because ‘he desired 
that the trust should be executed in order to close the estate. [Wruts, J.— 
You had better, I should think, give a fresh notice to the directors that 
in the event of their still declining to give information of their intentions, 
you will treat their silence as an adverse decision and move for arbitra. 
tion.] He submitted that such a course would not help matters forward. 
Notice had been sent in, and until a decision was given by the board the 
right of arbitration did not arise. [Dax, J.—That seems to be about as 
much of a decision by the board as you are likely to get, as it appears they 
have decided to do nothing in the matter at all.] After some further 

ment, 

1118, J., said that as the directors had never been asked to appoint an 
arbitrator, and therefore had not refused to do so, it was impossible for 
the court to grant a mandamus to compel them to appoint an arbitrator. 
At the same time he saw no objection to a rule being granted calling on 
the directors to hear and determine the matter. If the applicant elected 
to take the rule, he must do so at his own risk as to the consequences. 

Day, J., concurred. Rule granted.—OCounszn, Cababé. Soxicrror, 
Roderic Oliver. 
[Reported by Exsxinz Rew, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re LEONARD, Ex parte LEONARD—6th March. 


Banxruptcy—Peririon—Recetvine Orpsr—No Assers—Furiiiry or 
Banxkevuptcy Proceepines. 


In this case the debtor, who was a county court judge, appealed from ¢ 
decision of Mr. Registrar Linklater, making a receiving order in bankruptcy 
against him. The debtor alleged that he had no property other than his 
salary as a county court judge, and that if a receiving order were made 

him he could not retain that ition, and that therefore the 
bankruptcy proceedings would be futile. Under these circumstances 
it was contended, on the authority of Re O¢ (1895 ; 1 Q. B. 812), and 
Ex parte Robinson (22 Ch. D. 816), that the ving order ought to be set 

ide 


aside. 
Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Lopzs and Riesy, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
ap 
rd Esuer, M.R., said that he could see no grounds on which the 
court ought to interfere with the decision of the registrar in makinga 
receiving order. It was said that the debtor had no property, and that 
nothing was to be got by making him a bankrupt, and therefore it was 
contended, using a phrase caught up from the j t of Jessel, M.R., 
in Ez parte Robinson, Re Robi (22 Ch. D. 816), that no receiving order 
ought to be made, because ‘‘an adjudication would be altogether a vain 
thing,”’ and it was argued that Re Otway, Ex parte Otway (1895; 1 Q. B. 
812) was an authority for the further proposition that if it is probable that 
there will be no ts, a receiving order ought:not tobe made. There was 
no case which decided that proposition, but there was a case, Re Heequard, 
Ez parte Hecquard (24 Q. B. D. 71), which decided that it was a bad pro- 
position. In the latter case it was pointed out that at the time when the 





“petition was presented and the receiving order was made, the petitioning 


creditor could not tell whether there would be any beneficial results from 
the bankruptcy. He could not tell what was the position of the debtor's 
affairs. The court might eventually come to the conclusion that adjudi- 
cation would bea vain thing, but not at the date of the petition. In Ee 
parte Robinson the only question was whether the court could make the 
debtor a bankrupt in England, there being a prior Scotch sequestration 
inclosed. It was admitted there were no assets in England, but there 
were assets in Scotland, and the court held that though there was juris- 
diction to make the debtor a bankrupt in England, yet having regard to 
the ~penige) meme g the court, in the exercise of its discretion, refused 
todo so. Then as to Re Otway, it was no authority for the proposition 
that the mere fact of no probable or possible assets was a sufficient reason 
for not making a receiving order. There were two facts in that case which 
caused the court, in the exercise of its discretion, to make no receiving 
order—first, that the making of a receiving order would have deprived the 
debtor of his only asset ; and secondly, it was proved that the petitioning 
creditor had offered to consent to an adjournment of the petition if the 
ee ake court came to the conclusion that he was 


this case. 

Lorzs and Riesy, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Oounssl, 
Herbert Reed, Q.C., and 0. L. Attenborough ; Ringwood? Soxscrrons, Stanley 
Attenborough § Tyer ; C. ¢ 8. Harrison. 

[Reported by F. 0. Rosinson, Barrister-at-Law.} 








In the House of Commons on the 9th inst., in reply to Sir A. Rollit, 
Mr. Ritchie said: The Joint Stock Companies Law Amendment Bill has 
already been introduced into the House of Lords. I have the 

SL 0 jcteh comin, and have come to the 
be to adopt the usual practice 


and have 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


Tue Seventy-second Annual General Meeting of the Law Life Assurance 
Society was held on Wednesday, at the Offices, Fleet Street, the Hon. 
A. E. GATHORNE-Harpy taking the chair. 


The report stated that the number of policies effected during the year 
was 437, assuring the sum of £851,349 13s, 4d., the premium income on 
which, including £3,192 single premiums, amounted to £27,245. The net 
new business, after deducting reassurances, was £544,349 13s. 4d., with 
annual iums of £16,064, and single premiums of £3,192. Thesociety also 
received during the year premiums amounting to £1,366 Os. 9d., in respect 
of reassurances against the risk of fatal accidents, under the agreement with 
the Lawand Contingency Insurance Society, Limited. Eleven Fund 
assurances for £25,702 were also granted at annual premiums of £531 8s. 7d., 
anda single premium of £5,471 1s.4d. The total net premium income 
for the year was £243,080. The following figures show the progress of 
the total net premium income during the last six years :—1889, £216,032 ; 
1990, £219,669; 1891, £224,084; 1892, £226,420; 1893, £230,333 ; 
1894, £238,163; 1895, £243,080. Twenty-eight Immediate Annuities 
were granted, in respect of which the society received the sum of 
£25,786 17s. 7d. Two deferred annuities and one reversionary annuity were 

gran The interest yielded by the society’s funds was at the 
rate of £4 0s. 2d. per cent. without deduction of income tax. The expenses 
of management, including commission and the special ex of the 
quinquennial valuation, represented £11 15s. 8d. per cent. of the total net 
premium income. The net claims amounted to £363,838 (including 
$137,157 bonuses) in respect of 190 policies on 145 lives. The bonuses on 
participating policies which became claims (the bonuses attaching to which 
had not either wholly or in part been previously surrendered) averaged 
69 per cent, of the original sums assured. The net amount of claims 
for the year was about £39,000 less than that expected amount according 
to the H.M. table of mortality on which the society’s valuations were based. 
The average age at death of the lives assured, under policies which 
became claims during the year, was about seventy-one years, and the 
ayerage duration of such policies about thirty-four years. In addition to 
these claims there had been one for £250 under a fatal accident reassurance, 
and payments amounting to £808 had been made in respect of the 
maturing of a Sinking Fund Policy. One annuitant had died, relieving 
the society from an annual payment of £150. 


The CHAIRMAN said the first business was to elect the retiring directors. 
The board had, unfortunately, to deplore the death of two of their oldest 
directors—Mr. Basil Woodd and Mr. F. G. Davidson, both of whom were 
for a very long period connected with the society, and took the deepest 
interest in its affairs. Mr. Woodd had of late years resided very 
much in the country, and had not taken so important a part as he 
formerly did; but up to the last day of his life Mr. Davidson 
had been one of the most active, most useful—might he say, most 
beloved’—of their directors. There was not one of the board who 
did not feel that in him they had lost a personal friend—one whom they 
could ill spare ; and he felt that every shareholder, as well as the directors, 
deeply deplored his loss. This was the first time the shareholders had 
entrusted to the directors the selection of those who were to succeed to 
vacancies upon the board. The directors had elected Mr. R. H. B. Marsham 
and Mr. H. A. White, both of whom represented families who had long 
been connected with the society. Mr. Marsham’s father was one of the 
original founders of the society, and he was sure the shareholders would 
feel that the board had done right in selecting Mr. Marsham to fill one of 
the vacancies. Mr. H. A. White came up for re-election in the place 
of the late Mr. Davidson, who would have retired in rotation. His 
uncle, Sir Arnold White, was for a long time one of the most valued 

of the society. He concluded by moving the re-election of the 
retiring directors. 

Sir RicHaRD WHrRESTER seconded the motion, which was «carried 
unanimously. 

The CHAIRMAN moved the re-election of the retiring proprietors’ 
auditor, Mr. Percival Walsh. 

Sir WILLIAM FARRER seconded the motion, and it was carried. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed the re-election of Mr. F. G. Hilton Price, the 
auditor for policy-holders. 

Mr, HouseMAN seconded the motion, which was adopted. 

The CHATRMAN said the next business was to take the report of the 
directors for the year ending 31st December, 1895. The first thing that 
the shareholders liked to hear about was the position of the society with 
regard to its business and with regard to claims, and he had the pleasure 
of telling them that the gross sum assured during the year was 
£851,349 13s. 4d., which was the largest amount ever insured by the 
society in any one year, and the premiums amounted to £27,245, 
which was satisf . The net amount of business done, deducting 
reassurances, was £544,349 13s. 4d. This amount, he was happy to say, 
was larger than that done during ee Se ee 
the average of the past five years. e reason why he alluded to 
the average of the past five years was, that the average for those 
years was double the average of the business done for a number of 
years before. The total net premium income for the year was 
£243,080. Every year since the year 1889 the net premium income 
had shown an , and this year, notwithstanding the fact that 
it was the first year of a quinquennium which was generally not 
& very favourable time for a life insurance society, the net premium income 
was £5,000 more than it was in 1894. He ‘thought they would say that 
that was a very satisfactory result, but he thought they would also say so 





still more when he told them 


into undue expense in the 
iain atene time when the i 
society. There was no 
the direction of contribution and 
expenses. It was a good fault, but at the same time it must be 
that it wasafault. The society for a long time did a splendid business, 
so that they were reluctant increased commissions 
an agency, oe eee time came pena boot we ey Be 
company, it necessary to agency 
Coun the idenk peidtien of ta teokeeuan eaaienan Wied te Week 
should come and knock at the door of the office, take 
without any expense, and in that way the society be 
most cent bonuses of any office in the wor Unf 
could not be done. It was to seek business in some way nowadays 
in these times of competition, but there was a price at which it was unwise 
to do business. A society might increase its business 
time sacrifice the interests of its policy-holders, The 
to pay for business what the directors believed to be a fai per 
price, but not an extravagant rate ; and the rate at which the business 
was done at the present moment—the ratio of expenses of management to 
the premium income—was only £11 15s. 8d. per cent,, notwithstanding 
the fact that this year the directors had to bring into the account 
pecial expenses connected with the quinquennial valuation, and he 

thought the meeting would say that was a most satisfactory result. 
Turning from the item of new business to the question of claims, this 
year the claims amounted to £363,838, including the sum of no less 
than £137,157 bonuses added to policies. These bonuses, when not 
commuted, averaged no less than 69 per cent. of the sums originally 
insured. That, again, he thought the policy-holders must consider a 
satisfactory result. The society had lost in claims £39,000 less than the 
might have expected according to the H.M. table upon whi 
their business was conducted, and it was most satisfactory that 
he should be able to tell them that not only did the business compare 
favourably with the H.M. table, but the directors had framed a table upon 
the experience of the first fifty years of the society, and the mortality com- 
pared favourably with what might have been expected, according to that 
we th mg ; amas Weer h os tting 
were afraid that in these days of com on might ge 
a worse class of lives than when it was considered rather a favour tha? 
the society should insure anyone who came to them. Competition 
was now severe, but he did not think that it would be considered 
that the office had accepted an i ry class of lives. 
He would like to say a word with regard to a question which must 
be prominent in all their minds—the question of the rate of interest 
for investments. The rate this year amounted to a little over 4 per cent., 
not deducting income-tax. This no doubt they would think a very good 
result having regard to the increasing difficulty in finding good invest- 
ments for large amounts. Everybody would admit that the rate of 
interest for first-class securiti‘s was falling and that they could not 
get—and would not get in the future if they stuck to 
investments which a society of this kind ought to 
same amount of interest as in the He did not 
saying anything surprising in view of this when he said that a lower 
rate of interest must be looked for in the future than in the past. He 
believed that every insurance society which em 9 its business prudently 
and looked rather to security than for large must confess the fact 
that there was a fall in the rate of interest for first-class securities. They 
used to look principally to land for their investments. It would be 
seen that there was a decrease in the mortgages in the balance- 
sheet, the fact being that the directors were not prepared to lend 
money on freehold mortgage securities unless they saw a very large margin 
indeed, and very first-class pro , and where they did see this very 
large margin the rate of interest seriously fallen, The directors had 
invested a considerable sum in reversi and there was a New River 
share which at the present moment would fetch a higher price in the 
market than it was bought for last year. The society's money was well 
invested, but at the same time it must be remembered that the £1,000,000 
reserve which the wisdom of their forefathers had added to the funds of the 
society in addition to the insurance funds, whilst it made the security, he 
believed, unexampled, at the same time gave the directors an even larger 
sum to invest proportionately to the business than most societies had. He 
should like to say a word with regard to the staff. No society was ever 
more energetically served than they were by the officials, and it 
was greatly owing to their great diligence in the business which 
they conducted that the directors were able to show so satisfactory 
a result. He would be glad to answer any questions with regard to 
the accounts. The amount of interest in arrear was almost wil, the 
investments were well secured, 
recommended the Law Life as an 
an office which conducted its business with caution, which bad unrivall 
security, and which would not fail those who i 

Mr. WHITWORTH asked what was 
invested during the year, and what was 
time of the last quinquennial valuation ? 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the amoun 
thing like half a million, and that 


tate of interest assumed at the last valuation was 3 per [-.” 
Mr, WHITWORTH said it was a very satisfactory answer to his question. 
Sir W. Farrer seconded the motion for the adoption of the 
which was carried unanimously, 
Mr, HovsEMAN moved a vote of thanks to the chairman, 
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Mr.-Woo.tcomsg, in seconding the motion, congratulated the meeting 
very much on the report. There was extreme difficulty in finding anything 
like good. securities to pay a high rate of interest. He felt sure that 
insurance societies would in the course of a few years have to face the 
fact that lower interest would have to be certified. 

The motion having been carrried, the chairman returned thanks, 
expressing a hope that when they next met the report would show even 
more satisfactory results. 


- 





THE HEREFORDSHIRE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY: 


The annual general meeting was held on February the 24th, when there 
were present—Mr. Andrews a Mr. J. Lambe (vice-president), 
Messrs. Akerman, C. B. Beddoe, A. J. Corner, P. W. L. Earle, W. J. 
Humfrys, J. Gwynne James, F.R. James, C. E. Lilley, F. 8. Collins, 
E. L. Wallis, W. T. Williams, and J. R. Symonds (hon. sec.). 

The minutes of the last general meeting were read, confirmed, and 
signed. The report of the committee for the past year was received and 
adopted. 

It was resolved on the motion of Mr. Gwynne James, seconded by Mr. 
Andrews, that Mr. J. Lambe be elected president for the ensuing year. 

It was resolved on the motion of Mr. Wallis, seconded by Mr. Llan- 
warne, that a cordial vote of thanks be accorded to Mr. Andrews for his 
services as president during the past year. 

It was resolved on the motion of Mr. Humfrys, seconded by Mr. Corner, 
that Mr. E. H. Cheese be elected vice-president for the ensuing year. 

It was resolved on the motion of Mr. W. J. Humfrys, seconded by Mr. 
Llanwarne, that Mr. J. R. Symonds be re-elected hon. sec. and hon. 
treasurer for the ensuing year. 

The following were elected as the Committee :—Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 
A. J. Corner, Humfrys, J. Gwynne James, Llanwarne, Wallis, Andrews, 
Collins, Lilley, and Philpin. 

The seal was affixed to a petition in favour of the Solicitors’ Magistracy 
Bill, and it was resolved that the Society approves of the Bill for per- 
mitting admitted solicitors who are clerks to solicitors appearing as 
advocates on behalf of their principals. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
Members.—The number of members is now 51. Five new members were 
elected at the last annual meeting; one, Mr. Cripps of Presteign, has 
resigned, he having been appointed prosecuting solicitor to the corpora- 
tion of Liverpool ; and the committee have with much regret to record the 
premature death of Mr. A. H. Matthews, of Hereford. 
Land Transfer.—The Bill introduced by the Lord Chancellor in the last 
Parliament was, mainly through the exertions of the council of the 
rated Law Society, referred to a Select Committee of the House of 
Commons, who held many sittings and took a great mass of evidence, but 
the dissolution occurred before the Committee had completed their work. 
Most valuable evidence was given by Mr. Hunter and Mr. Lake, and the 
profession are under a deep debt of gratitude to those gentlemen and the 
council generally for the immense labour devoted by them to the 
opposition to the measure. This society was requested by the council to 
be prepared to give evidence, and Mr. Humfrys kindly took up the matter 
pos supplied a very carefully prepared proof upon the special points 
por a but on account of the great length of the proceedings the 
evidence was not proceeded with. In November last the council invited 
the opinion of the society upon the Bill prepared under their instructions 
by Mr. Wolstenholme for simplifying the title to and transfer of land. 
Some of the provisions of the Bill appeared to the committee to be objec- 
tionable, notably the introduction of a system of cautions and inhibitions 
which they considered would, instead of facilitating and cheapening the 
transfer of land, have precisely the opposite effect. The committee 
issued some ‘‘ observations ’’ embodying their views, and sent them to 
the council and to the country law societies, many of whom gave expres- 
sion to similar views. At the request of the committee, Mr. Humfrys 
attended a conference with the council and urged the views of the com- 
mittee, but ultimately the Bill as drafted was sent by the council to the 
Lord Chancellor as to what, in the opinion of the council, should be the 
lines of legislation on the subject. 
Solicitors as Magistrates.—At the request of the Council of the Incor- 
Law Society, Sir Robert T. Reid, Q.C., M.P., is bringing in a 
ill to remove the restrictions against solicitors becoming county magis- 
trates, and the committee recommend that the society should present a 
petition in favour of the Bill. 








SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 11th inst., Mr. John Hunter in the chair. The other directors pre- 
sent were Messrs. Albert Addison (Portsmouth), William Beriah Brook, 
H. Morten Cotten, Grantham R. Dodd, William Geare, Sumuel Harris 
(Leicester), Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, Richard W. Tweedie, F. T. 
Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £248 was distributed in 
grante of relief, four new members were admitted to the association, and 
other general business transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 9.—Mr. G. H. Goodfellow in the chair. Mr. J. C. McCleland 
moved, ‘‘That the extensive popularity of ‘Trilby’ is excessive and 
absurd.’’ Dr. C. Herbert Smith opposed, and Messrs. Neville Tebbutt, 
A. H. Richardson, W. Lee Nash, C. Kaius Jackson, and Cyril H. Kirby 
spoke. Mr. McCleland replied, and the motion was carried by two votes. | 








On Monday, the 16th, Mr. A. H. Richardson will move, ‘‘ That the 

of Lord bury, in his a to Sir Julian Pauncefote dated the 28th 
of November, 1895, to submit the Venezuelan boundary dispute to arbj. 
tration at the suggestion of the United States was ill-advised, and that the 
attitude adopted by Mr. Cleveland in relation thereto was justified.” 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Lzzps Law Srupents’ Socrery.—March 9.—Mr. J. C. Hemingway in 
the chair. The subject for debate was as follows: ‘‘If A. gives B. £5 in 
payment of an account, and B., afterwards discovering the amount due to 
him is only £4, fraudulently appropriates the £1 to his use, is B. guilty 
of larceny?’’ Mr. E. N. Whitley, B.A., LL.B., who led in the affirmg. 
tive, said that in order to constitute larceny there must be a taking of 
goods animo furandi, coupled with an unlawful carrying away of them, 
In the present case the taking of the sovereign occurred at the moment 
B. decided to appropriate it, and, being followed by the unlawful 
carrying away, constituted larceny. Mr. H. Stephenson, in the negative, 
said that the taking by B. of the sovereign was perfectly innocent and 
bond fide in the first instance, and, although followed by a subsequent 
fraudulent conversion, did not amount to my. In the subsequent 
discussion Messrs. Elmhirst, W. R. Wilson, Bowling, and Jackson took 
part. The chairman having summed up, the question was put to the 
meeting, and was decided in the affirmative by a majority of two. A vote 
of thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting. 


BuLAcKBURN AND District Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrery.—March 4 
—The secretary (Mr. F. Hindle) announced the society’s second consecu- 
tive success in the ‘‘ Law Notes’’ competition, and the prize was then 
presented to the Blackburn Incorporated Law Society for use in the Law 
Library. A debate then took place on the following: ‘‘ That the facts, 
as set out in the case of Sagar v. Stoddart (August, 1895; 59 J. P. 599), 
were sufficient to secure a conviction, under the Betting Act, 1853, for 
offences committed by the defendant.’’ Mr. F. Hindle spoke on behalf of 
the affirmative, and was supported by Mr. G. Knowles; Mr. T. R. 
Thompson led on behalf of the negative, being supported by Messrs. 
Backhouse, Calvert, Ferguson, and Riley. The question was decided in 
favour of the affirmative by a narrow majority. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orpver or Court. 
Wednesday, the 4th day of March, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Currry (1896—H—No. 214). 


J. H. Hall and Others v The Crystal Palace Hotel Co., Limited 
Hatspvry, C. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLurions. 


James Bovutron, Gzorcze Paris Sanpeman, and Goprrey Bovrrox, 
solicitors (Boulton, Sons, & Sandeman), 21a, Northampton-square, 
Clerkenwell, London. March 1. 





nee 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Re Pantiy.—To solicitors and others.—Any person having: in their 

ssession an InpENTURE, dated the 12th of November, 1845, and made 

tween William Tyler, of Duncan-terrace, Islington, Middlesex, gentle- 
man, of the first part; Ann Jane Mallinson, of te, Kent, widow, 
of the second part; and Frederick Pantin, the younger, of Ram 
aforesaid, gentleman, of the third part ; or a copy or the draft thereof, or 
who can give any information relating thereto, is requested to ComMuNI- 
cate with Messrs. Godden, Son, & Holme, of 34, Old Jewry, London, E.0. 





GENERAL, 


The Times says that representatives of the Criminal*Bar in the House of 
Commons are anxious that a clause should be inserted in the Evidence in 
Criminal Cases Bill prohibiting counsel for the Crown from commenting 
upon the failure of a prisoner to avail himself of his right to enter the 
witness-box. In the opinion of many practising barristers grave injustice 
is aeeny occasioned in this connection, and if the Attorney-General 
should lend a deaf ear to the arguments proposed to be laid before him, 
amendments will probably be submitted in committee with a view 
remedying the evil complained of. 


A point having been raised as to the right of a woman petitioning 
against a private Bill to appear in person before a Select Committee, Mr. 
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Maclean has (says the Times) now been authorized to send the following 
Jetter to Miss Gertrude Jenner, the Glamorganshire lady who wrote to 
him on the subject :—“‘ I am informed that the objection to your present- 
ing a petition lies in the fact that the rules do not allow a woman to sign 
the Rall at the Private Bill Office, which formis necessary on presenting a 
petition. If, however, your solicitor, or his London agent, would sign 
roll, which makes him responsible for the payment of the fees, I appre- 
hend that there would be no objection to your appearing in person and 
pleading your case before the Committee.’’ 


An interesting feature in the case of Ffolliott v. The Nottingham Theatre 
(o., tried by Hawkins, J., and a special jury, on Friday last week, was 
(says the Times) the production for the first time in a court of law of 
photographs taken by Professor Ramsay by the new nweere Plaintiff 
is a burlesque and comedy actress, and the action was brought to recover 
damages for personal injuries sustained by her owing to the defective 
condition of a stone siaircase in defendants’ theatre leading from the stage 
to plaintiff's dressing-room. She was taken by Dr. h to the 
University College to Professor Ramsay, and her feet were photographed 
py the ‘‘X”’ rays. The negatives were produced in court, showing the 
difference between the bones of the injured left foot and the other. 
There was a displacement of the cuboid bone of the former. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrrars 1 ATTENDANCE ON 


Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
StTiRuine. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
vie Farmer 
Carrington Rolt Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Carrington Rolt ard 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 











Wakrnine TO InTENDING House PurcHasrrs AND Lessgrs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette—Fruipay, March 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep rm CHANCERY. 
East Grassincton Mines, Limitep (1x Liquipation) — Creditors are uired, on cr 
before April 7, to send in their names and , and particulars of their debts or 
, to Ernest Mansell, 5, Copthall bldgs 
Execrric Paintive anp Pus.isernc Co, Limrrep (rx Liquipation) — Creditors are 
required, on or before April 7, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
Bal debts or claims, to James McBlaine, jun, 79, Cook’s rd, Kennington 
ORECAMBE Exectic Licut anp Power Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of theis debts or claims, to 
_— Robert Compston, Church st, Lancaster. Sanderson, Lancaster, solor io liqui- 
Mowsray Inox Ore Co, Limten—Creditors are required, on or before March 28, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Andrew Reed, 36, 
King st, Whitehaven 
Uston Mortcacr Barxine anp Taust Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, directed to be 
a Ti hed oh 2, = ay aor a) will be = on Monday, 16. —. 
s ury circus, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovena: 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Mareh 14 
Warsoy & Hiscox, Luurep—Petn for winding up, presented March 3, directed to be 
on March 16. Snow & Co, 7, Great St Thomas Apostle, Queen st, 


Notice of ust reach the abo ed not later than 2 0’ inthe 
ele S fre e abovenamed no’ 2 o’clock in the 


London Gazette.—Tusrspay, March 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep 1x CHANCERY. 
Baxnoo QurErx Gotp Mixrxe Co, Lim1rep—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, 
es 


send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and clai 
Walter Grimwade, 38, Coleman st pa of their debts and claims, to 
Baume Exwann Cuam, Laenpe— Crofton - mantenh, _ mem hy 15, to send 
4 an , and particulars of their de’ claims, 
Grimwade, 38, Coleman st ic BRE 


Froacarr's E:zcrrio Licutixa Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, before March 
28, to send their names and addres a particulars of their debts or claime, to 
Pere a On appeeaeen, and parti or claims, to Walter 


Puparra Syxpicate Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before A) i 
KF 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Gatien Walter Gri 
wade, 38, Coleman st 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Postow Frrexpiy Society, George and Dragon Inn, Publow, Pensford, Somerset. March 4 





: ; “J 7 Se rr, rT y wy 
Sr. Micwaxt’s (BuacksuRN) Sick awp Buriat Soctety, St. Michael’s School, Whalley 
New rd, Blackowen, omy Eo, ° aceoschine Hagges 


Sanctuary Primrose Branca or THe Ancient Orper or Saeruerps, King’s Head, 
Westmoreland st, Marylebone. March 4 


Woorton Frienpxy Society, Old Schoolroom, Wootton, Beds. March 4 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 28. 
Hawortu, Anxprew, Sowerby Bridge, Halifax, Wngineers’ Toolmaker March 23 Berry 
& Sons v Haworth, Chitty, J Jubb & Co. Halitax 
Jones, Dantet Lewis, Llwynteg Llanon, Cardigan March 27 Davies v Evans, Keke- 
wich, J Watkins, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Reep, Lancevor. Elm, Cambridge, retired Colonel March 31 Reed v Reed, Stirling, J 
Wa) , Downham Market 
Warp, Joun, Bootle, nr Liverpool, Newsagent April 2 Fletcher vy Ward, Registrar, 
Preston Higson, St Annes on the Sea 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—-Fripay, Feb. 28. 
Aypeepon, Mary Anne, Ryde,I W April4 Stone & Co, Bath 
Barstow, Grorae, Pontefract, Yorks, Builder April1 Moxon, Pontefract 
Bartiett, Rey Wittiam AprauamM March 31 Meliss Smyth, Abinger-Hammer 
Raven, James Freperick, Redditch, Warwick March 14 Blackham & Taylor, Birming 
am 
Saswrg, Beeser Criarke, Whitby, Yorks, Basket Maker March 31 Woodwark & White, 
itby 

meer Po..ock, St Mary Church, Devon March 725 Woosnam, Newton 

A t 
Cieary, Rev Avausrus Caster, Sandown, I W,Clerk April2 Male, Birmingham 
Coir, Epwarp, Gt Hampton, Wores, Boot Manufacturer April 1 Byrech & Cox 

Evesha 


Cork, Exiza enka New Cross March 21 Foy & Co, Clifford’s inn 

Davis, Mary Jaye, (lapham rd <April8 Bell, King st, Covent garden 

Dissuix, Henry Atrrep, Lewisham April 21 Barnes, Highbury mansions 

Doveatt, James Dauzie., Bayswater, Director April 15 Priest, Furnival’s inn 
Evans, Davip, Cemmes, Montgomery, Draper March 24 Rowlands, Machynlleth 
Harpman, Grorce, Kirkham, Lancaster, Farmer Mar 28. Gaulter, Kirkham 
Haywoop, Witi1am, Henleyon Thames Mar28 Allward, Furnival’s inn 

Heywoop, George Wasuinatrox, Manchester Mar 381 Crofton & Co, Manchester 
Houmpnrey, Caances, High st, Fulham, Builder Mar 13 Stutfield & Son, Parliament st 


Jounson, Samuet, Heaton, Bradford, Yorks, Woollen Merchant Mar 31 Stamford & 
Metcalfe, Bradford 

Josera, Montacu, Jauja, Peru, South America Mar 9 Farrar & Porter, Wardrobe pl, 
Doctor’s commons 

Kemp, Joun, Penzance, Cornwall, Gent "Mar26 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 


Lavin, Jang, Thornford, Dorset March 25 Ffooks, Sherborne} 

Morrex, Witu1am Le, Rev, Bumpstead, Essex March 31 Wilson & Son, Basinghall st 

Luioyrp, Caruerine, Llanfechain, Montgomery March5 Pughe, Llanfyllin 

caves. Seawee, St Deny’s, Southampton, Comedian March24 Nye & Treacher, 
in 


rig: 
May, yo gems by Fowey, Cornwall, Yeoman March 28 Graham & Graham, 
it 


ust 

Moors, James, Southsea, Hants, Auctioneer April 15 Cousins & Burbidge, Portsmouth 
Moornovuse, Witi1am, Sandygate, York,Gent April6 Meller & Fletcher, Holmfirth 
Moraison, Evizasetu, Eaton, Norwich March 28 Goodchild, Norwich 


Normax-Hitt, Normay, Elina Castle, Bar hill, Ealing, Esq April7 Pontifex & Co, 
St Andrew st, Holborn circus 
Parker, James, Oakfield, Hitchin March 13 Hawkins & Co, Hitchin, Herts 


Ravenscrort, Marcaret, Ledbury rd, Bayswater April 1 Ravenscroft & Co, John st, 
Bedford row, WC 
Suarrock, James, Norwich,Gent April6 Stevens & Co, Norwich 


Suinxwix, Jonn Preston, Hotel Metropole, London March 30 Woodcock & Co, 
Bloomsbury sq, WC 

Snort, Witt1am Marsnaut, Holsworthy, Devon, Watchmaker April 2 Cecil & Co, Hols- 
worthy 

Sarru, Jouy, Chester March 28 Redfern, Stockport 

Srepsens, Jane Trypnoena, St Bernards, Clapham Common Mar 19 Steadman & Co, 
Old Broad st 


ee ee Newton Abbot, Devon, Forage Dealer April 30 Baker & Co, Newton 
t 


Sroyr, Joun, Landcross, Devon Mar 30 Matthews, Torrington 
Travis, Tuomas, Stretford, Lancs Mar 26 Chesters Bowler, Manchester 
Vauuentin, Jouy, Chichester Lodge, Park Hill rise, Croydon A: 30 Hughes & 
Masterman, New Broad st " - ag 
Wa ker, Wix.iam, Coleman st, Solicitor April 11 Roberts & Wrightson, Basinghall 
Weaver, Mary, Worcester March17 Pearson, Birmingham 
Witvovensy, Stantey Herseer, South Norwood, Surrey, Gent April 8 Wilcocks, 
Wricut, Heyry, Oldham, Grocer March 20 Taylor, Oldham 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 8. 
Barrram, WittiamM Georce, West Hartlepool April 1 Herbert Belk, West Hartlepool 
Brrp, Witi1am, Penrith, Cumberland April15 Arnison & Co, Penrith 
oom Tuomas oz. Ordnance rd, 8t John’s Wood, Gent April 15 Bell, King st, 
ven . 
Bonr, goes Sasa, Birkdale, nr Southport. Gent April 30 Guy Ellis, Lincoln’s inn 
Broox, Hensy Wapsworts, Huddersfield, Wool Buyer March 27 Laycock & Co, Hud- 
Cuarmay, Joun Epwarp, Encombe, Dorset April7 Jennings, Kentish Town 





Comyys, Gzorae, Oakley st, Chelsea, Gent April2_ Parry, Clement’s inn, Strand 
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Cowpgt, Ex1zaserx, Hungerford, Berks April2 Beale & Martin, Reading 
Evans, Davy Owew, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester March 31 Hockin & Co, Man- 


Frexoer, Jouw, Brighton, Licensed Victualler April3 Harker, Brighton 

Fox, Gzoraz, Angel lane, Stratford, Fishmonger April 30 George & Jackson, Stratford 
Gauioway, Ropert, Pembridge villas, Bayswater April 7 Marris, Chancery lane 
Mar 2 Kays & Jones, Newinn, 


Ganrpyer, Wit.1am, Gladsmuir rd, Highgage, Gent 
Strand 


Gouywnzii, Wit1t1am, Southsea, Gent Mar 31 Bolitho, Portsea 

Hewerrt, Manrna, St Peter’s, Thanet April 21 Raper & Co, Chichester 

Hivcwuirre, Janes, Almondbury, York, Joiner Mar25 Hyde, Stalybridge 

Hotimeworrsx, Tuomas, Barton upon Irwell, nr Manchester, Butcher Mar 24 Led- 
gard & Co, Manchester 


Houaes, Joseru, Garforth in York,Esq April6é Malcolm, Leeds 


Jenneys, Joun Cuarzes, Birmingham, Gas Fitter Mar 31 


Jonpanp, Isapet, Margate April20 Minet & Co, King William st 
Joxzs,; Tuomas, Swansea April4 Hartland & Co, Swansea 
Kinasxorta, Joun, Sussex, Gent April 2 Morgan, Hastings 
Ley, ope Coverdale rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Gent April 15 


Bickford, Newton Abbot 


‘ames st 
Mann, Jouy, Kingskerswell, Devon, Butcher March 25 


Pauauer, James Samvuet, Brownhill rd, Catford March 31 
circus 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 





Baur, Aurrep C, Gt Beviand st, Publican High Court 
Pet Feb 14 Ord March 3 
Range ba cag eras, C fecti hest Pet Feb 


Brynow, Jou, Haverfordwest, ay Maker Pembroke 
Dock Pet March 2 Ord March 


Buaypes, Grorce Ineram, Holbeach, Lines, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
CuartTe —, Norwich, Schoolmaster Norwich Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2 


Coz on, ar? Pk rd, pret Gate, Grocer High 
Gourt Pet March4 Ord Mare 
Crews, oo GrorGciana © pon ty * mast Cowes, I W, 
Newport Pet Feb 15 “ord Feb 29 
De Murereta, Aprtaxo, Gt Winchester st, Merchant 

of Pet Nov 7 Bt ert 
De Mourerera, Cristopar, Gt W' st, Merchant 
Pet Nov7 Ord Feb 28 

Dr Mourgaiera, Josz, Gt Winchester st, Merchant Court of 
Nov7 Ord Feb 28 

Dene, teemnane, Ot Wi h st, Merchant Court 
Pet Nov7 Ord Feb 28 

Det 


xcis, and James Herpert Dixon, 
2 








» Marble Masons upon Hull Pet 
Mar 3 


Enear, Rozert Ricnarpsoy, St John’s terrace, Willesden 
ey Retail Clothier High Court Pet Feb5 Ord 


Carmarthens, Hotel Keeper 
Bova, ona, pet Mar 3 Ord Mar 2 
Romgeee, Seana, Fleetwood, Lancs, Butcher Preston 
Pet 8 Ord Mar3 
Friowes, Freperiox Ernest, pasta, Licensed Victualler 
Bristol Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 
Goopson, Joszru Samvuet James # castle Bytham, Lines, 
borough Pet Mar 2 Ord Mar 2 
Garrritus, James Wittiam, and Grorer Sey Walsall, 
H Weet Harti ty ties 7 i aa 
BATON, iOMAS, lepoo! urer Sunderland 
Pet March 2° Ord March 2 


Heicuway, Fh Titsiey, sen, and Ricuarp TIstey 
poy i Bream, pers New- 


L Glos, Dra; 
March 3 Ded Maoh 
Pa » Hovutpsworts, Withington, Lancs, 
i i Gathaym, Cardi, Grocer att. 
’ i et 
Tem och 3. Ord Mars 
JENKINS, A, Onaift, , Cardiff Pet Feb 29 
ab 29 o 
Jounson, omas, Over, Cheshire, Grocer Nantwich Pet 
jE MEE cone: Takes 
ONES, JOHN. er Pet March 
4” Ord March 4 2 


Leacn, Freeman Wiutiam, Sigs span pon Hull, Fruit 
Salesman Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 29 Ord 


Maurtsy, James Wii1am, Morton, Derby Derby Pet 

ey aera 

Maganan, Tomas, Ja , jun, face tee at 

me ey March Psp Farmer Bristol Pet 
AN, Dant G i 

Pg Kg 
Pet March March4 


4 Ord 
Neruersoite, Wittiam, Deal, Kent, Aucti Canter- 
st March 2” Ord March 2 wieiged 


W Norrncore & Co, New Cross Surrey, Invento 

Court Pet Feb 7 Ori Marah rate 

ERICK \CHARD, roadstairs, wher 
Bet March Ord March 2” 

Picxop. js Tuowte, Sydenham, Kent Kent,  sommsaned Green- 

i Lincoln, Tailor Lincoln Pet March 


a ae Cottage, Teddington High Court 





Pers Paruir Cape.1, 
“El Lincoin’s inn 





Gray’s 
Scort, ory 


Chinn, Birmingham 


Andrew & Co, Great 
Waicat, Janz, Liverpool 


Stones & Co, Finsbury 











SARGEANT, THOMAS, Soto Painter Northampton 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb oon, - 


Fas Ll Carriage Driver 
ugh Pet March 4 Ont March 4 

SeTrerrigtD, Henry Grorer, Lowestoft Gt Yarmouth 
Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Simpson, EvizaBeru, Manchester, Dress Maker Manches- 
ter Pet Feb15 Ord March 

Sue.t, R, Beverley, Yorks, hl Victualler Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Feb 14 Ord March 2 

_—— Grorce Frepenickx, Nuneaton, Warwick, Furni- 

er Coventry Pet March4 Ord March 4 

Seana, WILiIAM, Aberkent, Glam, Moulder Cardiff 
Pet March 2 Ord March 

Tweepa.s, Isaac, Droyladen, eee Roller Coverer Roch- 
dale Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Warne, Frank Ausert, Cardiff, Poultry Seller Cardiff 
Pet March 3 Ord March 8 

Warren, Cuantes Frevericx, Broadstairs Canterbury 
Pet March 2 Ord March 2 


Way, Tom, Marshwood, Bridport, Carpenter Dorchester 
Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
Witxins, Mary, Helmdon, Northampton Banbury Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2 
Winstoy, Cuartes, Ulverston, Lancs, Grocer Ulverston 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Woopxams, ye Wimbledon, Hatter High Court 
Wena Wen Wolvorts B im, Beliier North: 
y * OSEPH 0! wi uc! orth- 
March 4 Ord March 


Youxey Fi Faxp —— ion ape Cheltenham 


Scuouuirt, Rrey, 


et March 3 h3 
Yours JAMES, Ohi , Wilts, Innkeeper Bath Pet 
March3 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALExanpER N Curistirz & Co, Lime st, Shippers Mar 17 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, st 

Boor, THomas, pee Marg nr Bolton, Confectioner Mar 
14'at 10 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Bow an, Caries Oscar, Cardiff, Ship Painter Mar 17 at 

B oa af Spee 8 Fi 

ROADBRIDGE, GEORGE es! i jussex, Farmer 

Mar Dolphin Hotel, 


18 at 3 
Saves, = Joun, Ramsgate, te, Kent, Dairyman Mar 20 at 9 
Potato Dealer 


Ree, 73, Castle st. Canterb' 
CLARKE, SAMUEL, Cheshire, 
— 10.55 Court House, Upper Bank st, War- 
Crossz, Harry Percy Gort, Norwich, Esq Mar 13 at 3.30 
s 8, King st, Norwich 
ee Balham, , Baker Mar 13 at 12.30 24, 
mang , London 
oa, ILLIAM anes ceenen Moyse, Ly ~ a 
‘own March 13 at 11 itey ides, Garey st 
— ae: eee oy ah sigh, Genera 
Fay. Fo, Granville pk, Blackheath, t March 18 at 
11.80 24, Railway app, London Bri 
Gripen, Frecericx, Mileham, Norfolk, Innkeeper March 
14 at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
psow, JoszepH Samuet James, Castle Bytham, Lines, 
Practical Tailor March 20 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, 
are 
wee re 1.114M, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler March 
17 at 3 pei, = Queen‘ st, Cardiff 
Haines, Grorce Faringdon, 


19 at 8 sone, 46, Cricklade st, 
Hancock, J. aaa 


Berks, Solicitor 
Swindon 


at 3 ”s chmbrs, bridge st, Manchester 
Hotroyp, work Roperr Morley, Yorks, Horse Dealer 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batiey 


Jackson, Witi1am, Walsall, Fruiterer Mar 18 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Walsall 


Juwx1xs, Ricaarp Cook, none oy Heed, Tinplate 
Manufacturer Mar 14 at 11.30 Ey red 


st, Cardiff 
Jonxt, Faaxcin, Dap pam, Dowss, Be Farmer Mar 13 at 10 
Jom, © Witiiam ia Dante, Fenthyndoutraeth, Grocer Mar 
11.80 en Seen 


, Timber Mer- 
est ] P 


tenn Secaues 
chant Mar 19 at 4.50 "Ropel Hotel 





Victoria st, E C, Manufacturer April 11 Seas 
pL st, Paper Pril 11 Soames 


Co, 
Paosyy-Neviss, +7 Rev Henry Wix118, Cheltenham, Glos April 15 Andrew & Co, @ 
James 

Ronias, Gronoz Urror, ‘Wheathampstead, Herts, Esq March 31 Robins & Co, Tip. 
Rowi1xs, FRepeERIcK, Lockington rd, Battersea April1 Twist, Bedford row, WC 
Savers, Jonn, Weymouth, Butcher April9 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

Scorr, Mrs Awwe Heynierra, Tunbridge Wells, Kent March 27 Gamlen & Burdett, 
as, Duubeilige Wells, Kent, Esq March 27 Gamlen & Burdett, Gray's 


inn sq 
Se.ra, Tacbensan, Deal, Kent, Gent April7 Brown & Brown, Deal 
Surru, Witt1am Waicut, Cambridge, Bookseller 


Spivx, Henry, Leeds, Grocer April18 W & E H Foster, Leeds 
Vatientix, Jonny, Park Hill rise, Croydon April 30 Hughes & Masterman, New Broaj 


re... Von, Bisham, Berks April6 Hales, Shaftesbury avenue 
Warp, Mary, Malva rd, Wandsworth April7 Lambert, Chancery lane 
Wimor, Pattie Maxn, Bath, Doctor April9 Adam & Thring, Bath 
Woop, James, Cumberworth, York, Timber Merchant March 31 
Aprill Weightman & Co, Liverpool 
Wvxwy, Henry Bertiz Watkin Wittiams, Esq Oxford April 7 


New court, Lincoln’s inn 
Youne, Vien, Carisbrooke, I W, Yeoman April 5 Eldridge & Sons, Newport 


April 13 Eaden & Spearing, Cam. 


Fisher, Huddersfield 


Pemberton & Co, 


Mujgneren, JoszPx, Gloucester, Clerk Maril7at3 Of 


st, agg 
Mruxns, Tenny, General Caester Mar 
Satil Off Rec, Towahall anne Halif 
snake, JAMES, and Witi1aM Sane | Castleford, Yorks, 
be oma Mar i138 at11 Off Ree, 6, Bond terrace, 


Nicnotsoy, Artur Waker, Penarth, Glam, Solicitor 
Mar 17 at 11 Off Rec, ueen st, 
Porrer, at Teepe ich, Boot Maker Mar 20 at 12.15 


Off ” Princes st, ay 

Seems, y Bee Broadstairs, it, Spinster Mar 18 at 3.15 

cumin y oh China Dealer Mari3atil Of 
Ree, atae 

Sura, Apert Epwarp, North Elmham, Norfolk, Market 
Gardener Mar 14 og M Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Surry, THomas, po. a Dealer 4 16at12 Of 
Ree, 4, Pavilion 

Tarion: J Francis, Bedford. — Mari3at12 Off Ree, 

it 


‘ord 
Tay.or, ‘Tass helper , Derbyshire, Builder Mar 13 at 2.30 
Off Ree, eld 


Figtree a Sheffi 
Wasp, James, Coventry Mar 16 at 11 Off Rec, 17, Hert- 
ford st, Coventry 
WILKEs, Cane. kb arg , Glos, Ironmonger Mar l4at 
2.30 Hop Pole Hotel, Tewkesbury 
Woopaams, Faeperick, Spencer hill, 4g, iniioten, Hatter 
Mari13at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Batpwix, James Saurru, Preston, Lancs, Joiner Preston 
Pet Feb 14 Ord March 3 
Buaypes, Grorce Ineram, Holbeach, saa, Farmer 
ing’s Lynn Pet March3 Ord March 3 


Cuarrer, James, Norwich, Schoolmaster Norwich Pet 
March 2 March 2 
Coaswe.L, Epmunp, Bedford st, Strand, Accountant High 
Court Pet Aug15 Ord March - 
Cou, my Sere, ae High & Lf ye Grocer High 
oa Francis, and tomes Hersert Drxon, Kingston 
Hi Kingsto 


ull, Marble Masons m upon Hull Pet 
2 Ord March 8 
Enis, Roser, , Hotel Keeper 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 29 Ord March 


Epwakrps, qua, § Fleetwood, Lancs, Batober Preston 
Pet March 2 Ord March 3 


Gazsserr, Daxiet FirzareaLp, Bond st, W, JP High 
Court Pet Jan 28 

Goopsox, Joszrpn SamMuEL JAMES, Castle . on i= 
Practical Tailor Peterborough h 2 


March 2 

Gairriras, James Wittram, and Gzoraz Hows, Walsall, 
Staffs, Builders Walsall Pet Peb 28 Ord Feb 2 

Hancock, Jame Dieu, Lanes, Case Maker Man- 
chester Pet Ord March '2 

me" speses, West Hartlepool, Labourer Sunderland 


Ord March 
Hitt, Francois, High Wycombe, Bucks, Chair Manufac- 


turer Ay! Pet Feb 25 Ord March 2 
Hosarrt, Pe nmnig BA Colliery Proprietor Swanses 
Pet Jan 29 Ord March 3 


Wowms, Hous Te Tuomas, Gt Tower st, Printer High Court 
Ord March 3 


Ippison, Witi1am Hovipsworts, Withiagten, 
oo | eae Stockport Pet Feb 


had"tee Case Cathays, fue. Grocer Cardiff Pet 
March 8 Ord March 


Jenxins, Jostan, Cardiff, il Me Cardiff Pet Feb 8 
Ord Feb 29 

Jouysox, | Over, nr Winsford, Ches, Grocer 
Ni March 


antwich Pet —— Ord March 2 
Jonzs, Joun, Blaina, Mon, Grocer ‘Tredeyar Pet March 4 
Ord March 4 


Leaon, Fareman Wituiam, mings n Hall, 
Salesman Kingston | uy ‘ull Pet Feb 29 
Feb 29 


Matrtsy, Janne en Morton, Derby Derby 
Ma = Sone te nr Newport, I W; 
Miller Newport ® Upper Shit Ord Feb 98 


Pet 


Ord « 











Monoax, 
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® bury 
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Cant 
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BINSON 
ail Oxfo 
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eae a Davi£1, er ge Ne ona =. Draper Ponty- 


E, ten Dent, *ieont, “Auctions Canter- 

Nevinry. Pet March 2’ Ord. March 

Pai, Freperick Ricuarp, Broadstairs, am Shipowner 
Canterbury Pet 





Feb 29 Ord Marc 
Lincoln, Tailor Linecin Pet March 2 


Rosixson, CHARLES COLLETT, \ a Oxford, Ruilder 
Oxford Pet Jané Ord Marc’ 
SanceaNT, THOMAS, SH hay Painter Northampton 
Pet Feb 


i, RicHagD, Lit 
Pow a Maa rch 2 ’ 


Ri nage be h, Yorks, C D 

OLLITT, Ent, rboroug’ orks, Carr river 

Scarborough “Pet March 4 Ord March 4 ei 

SeTTERFIELD, vy B. a Lowestoft Gt Yarmouth 
Pet March 2 Ord March 

Suaw, Epwarp, Howden, Yorks, Solicitor Kingston upon 
Hull Pet Jan 31 Feb 20 

Suett, Rosert, Beverley orks, Licensed Victualler 
Kingston upon Hull “Bet Feb 14 Ord March4 

Src, Tuomas Prewert, am a Salisbury, Wilts 
Salisbury PetFeb7 Ord March 

TuackeR, GEORGE FREDERICK, mel Warwick, Furni- 
ture Dealer Coventry Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

a) Wituram, Aberkenfig, Glam, Moulder Cardiff 

et March 2 Ord March 


2 

PD ang Isaac, Droyisdon, Lancs, Roller Coverer Roch- 
dale Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Wanye, Faanx Apert, Cardiff, Poultry Seller Cardiff 
Pet March 3 Ord March 3 

Wanrrex, Cuinves F , Broadstairs Canterbury 
Pet March 2 Ord March 2” 

Way, Tom, Marshwood, Bridport, Carpenter Dorchester 
Pet Feb 29 Ord March 3 

Woreatt, Josern, ae. Bucks, Builder North- 
ampton Pet March4 Ord March 4 

Youxe, Frev, Leckhampton, + ne Carpenter Cheltenham 
Pet March 3 Ord 

Youre, James, ieee ” Wilts, Innkeeper Bath Pet 

March 3 





Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London of Feb. 28: 
Fit, Georce GitHaM, Boxmoor, Herts, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 26 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


O.pnam, Anruur, Exmouth, Devon, retired Colonel Exeter 
Adjud Oct 19, 1894  Annul Feb 20, 1896 


London Gasette.—Tunspay March 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AspinatL, Epwarp, Lightcliffe, nr Halifax, Draper Hali- 
ar 6 


fax Pet Mar6 Ord M 

Somes, Rosgrt, Leeds, tee Leeds Pet Mar 6 

ar 6 

AvpsLey, Gzorcs Gitpert, Wresden, Uley, Glos, Machin- 
ist Gloucester Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 

Bazy, Freperick Taomas, —- Watchmaker 
Pontypridd Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 

Bursett, Tuomas Henry, Gt Grimsby, Builder Gt 
Grimsby Pet Mar 2 Ord Ma: 

Burrows, Otiver, Banner st, St Cake’ 's, Boot Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Mar5 Ord Mar5 

Cuinsick, Epwiy, Barking, Boot Dealer Chelmsford Pet 
Mar5 Ord Mar 5 

Core, ArTaur, Burnham on ear Essex, Draper 

. Goeiens Pet Mar5 Ord Mar bo 

joopER, WiLtiamM Brown, High st, st, Maryle me, Draper 
High Court Pet Feb 26 er 

Cunzoy, George WILLIAM, Rancorn, D aE Warring- 
ton Pet Maré Ord Mar 

Renee, me | Lianelly, Outhitter Carmarthen Pet Mar 6 


Douncay, Anan Szymour Dickson, Pall Mall, Gent High 
Court Pet Feb 4 Ord March 7 

Epwanps, Davin, ey fae Cattle Dealer Car- 
marthen Pet March6 Ord March 7 

Evera.t, Hee, Ludlow, Salop, Ironmonger Leominster 

z Pet mens. o r rd March 6 

VERALL, Tuomas, Ludlow. alo; a 8 er 

minster Pet March 6 Ord - at oe 

Fextox, Bensamix, Preston, Choe , Preston 

‘ Pet me Ord Mareh'6 

Rance, Ropert, Shrewsb Painter Shre 
pl ury, wsbury Pet 


Puen, F Frank, poutent, Suffolk Ipswich Pet March 


Gapp, Ricuarp, “a Epwarp Jamzs ig Ba ery 

i Herne Bay, Kant Veterinary > oes 
Canterbury ‘Pet March oS Ord 3 March 5 A ha 

mort Heme s ord Mase Mechanical Engineer 
8t Albans Pet Marché Ord March 6 


Huck, Rosert, Barrows Green, Westmrld, and Rosert 
Gisson Huck, Preston Richard, Westmrld, Farmers 
Kendal Pet MarchS Ord March 5 

Kissiz, Tuomas WIitiiAm, ote ~@ Kent, Gardener 

hester Pet March 5 

Lrg, ALrnep, RicharD ALFRED ~~ went Agraur Rosert 
ply York, Painters York Pet March 6 Ord 

Lronarp, Ta TRICK oe ELLINUS, Kerrfield, Hants, Guenter 
Court Judge h Cuurt Pet Aug 10 Ord Jan 

Lov, Joux Kpwiw Wixpsor, Harrogate, Music Teacher 
York Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Mravowcnort, Ropert, — Staffs, Grocer Hanley 


Pet March 7 Ord Mareh 
Mitias, Davin, orbergar waite Pet March 5 Ord 
Newrort, Wintiam Roser Hillingdon East, Corn Mer- 
chant’ Windsor Pet March 4 Gra March ‘ padmey 


Puevix, Anos, Walsall, Saddler Waleal Pet March 6 
March 6 


Gairriras, Jax 


PLowman, ¥REDERICK, peaeey, Leices, Grazier Leicester 


et March 7 Ord March 





e Tay oe _beaean, Cardiff, Solicitor Cardiff Pet Feb 
15 os, Wreutan J au Sees, Croydon, Clerk Croydon Pet 
‘Suara, Bae ag 


Huddersfield, Fruiterer Hudderefield 
| March 3 Ord March 3 
Irasz, “lames: Aldershot, Master Tailor Guildford Pet 
T a or West Cow Iw WN rt Pet Feb 18 

'AXLOR, JAMES, wes, ‘ewpo’ et Fe 
Ord Feb 29 
pa a De ee row, Solicitor High Court Pet 
Nov 15 


‘Toray, ELEANORA, Ne Mon, Innkeeper Newport, 
Mon R Feb 24 ewpest, Mi 





i? iz, G Thirsk, Yorks, Joiner Northallerton 
Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

‘Wess, Jonn, Grosmont, Mon, Butcher Hereford Pet 
March 6’ Ord March’6 

Worrn, Josepn Henry, Bodmin, em Plumber 
Truro veh 7 Ord March 

Amended notices substituted for le published in the 

London Gazette of March 3: 

Gera, Tromas, jun, Llanwyddelan, Bootmaker Newtown 

Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


‘Ccrarxe, Samvet, Frodsham, Cheshire, Potate Dealer 
Warrington “pet Feb 27 ‘Ord Feb 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ARxKELL, Correse.t, Andoversford, Glos March 2lat 3.15 
County Court bidgs, Che! 


ArTHuR, Teom Merepitu, Birmingham, Grocer's Manager 
March 18 at 11 23, Colmore row, 
Baker, W, New rd, Gravesend, Baker March 23 at 11 Of 
Maidstone 


st, 

Bewxzisox, Puitip, Hackforth, Yorks, Innkeeper March 
23 at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

oes, Wituram Frepenicx, and Freperick Joun 

Crown rd, Twickenham, Builders March 19 

at 12 Ot Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Brown, Ae, Mountuin Ash, Glam, Greengrocer March 
17 at 2 65, Hign st, Merthyr Tyafi 

cadens Mazianyne Sroprorp, Malvern Link, 
S Wore rs March 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen 
st orcester 

Srervy,. Jonny, Cardiff, Butcher March 23 at 11 Off Rec, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 

ELLENBoGEN, Revsey, Scrutton st, Satert, S — 
Maker March 17 at 12 Bankruptcy y ne 

Ewer, Sox, & Cuancetton, 8t Dunstan’s hill, Wine 
Merchant March 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldge 

Frowee, Frepeaick Ervest, Bristol, — Victuslice 
Mar 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank ch mbrs, Corn st, 


Bristol 

France, Konzert, Shrewsbury, Painter Mar 17 at1l Off 
Rec, 8t Jol hn’s hi!l, Shrewsbury “ 

Francis, ARTHUR, Chelsham rd, Croydon, Wood Broker 
Mar 18at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Gapp, Ricnarp, and Evwarp ames Gapp, Manchester, 

‘obacevnists Mar 17 at 3.15 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 

st, Manchester 

Gepparp, Sauvew, Grove rd, Brentford, Auctioneer Mar 
19at3 88, > Soaple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

scar og James Witviam, and Gxorcze Howe, Walsall, 

uilders Mar 18 at 11 S. es, Walsall 

Hat, Troms, Oxford ter, Kast Dulwich, Commission 
agent Mar 17 at 11 chankrapte ‘bd "Carey st 

Hannan, F, Portishead, O: 18 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, Bank chivbrs, ¢ me = ~ 

Howveyman, Epwarp Foster, Darlington, Music Professor 

25at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Howe .t, Jouny Tuouas, Gt Tower at, Printer Mar 18 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bigs, ve mgr 

Hutson, Daniet, Tunstall, Staffs, Miner Mar 17 at 11 Off 

, Newcastle under Lyme 
J _— res JAMES, on Sova rd, Siesaioet Hiil, Clerk Mar 


y bl 
Pam Jost ay Cui a ps ces Mar 23 at 11.30 Off 


Rec, 29, Queen 

JouNsoN, Josara, North Ormesby, ¥ ‘ks, Blacksmith Mar 
18at3 Off Rec, 8, tomy rd, Midaleaborough 

voumse® _—, Winsford, Grocer Mar 27 at 


J oan Wit, Onbickd na Stroud Green, Gent Mar 18 
atil Bankruptcy nae, Carey st 

Kisste, Toomas Wiiuiam, Crayford, Kent, Gapteom Mar 
238at11.15 Off Rec, 9, King st, Muaidsto: 

Lampert. Fraxcss, and Atpan Lampert, ‘Soatinians 
Boot Dealer Mar 20at11 23, Colmore row, Birming- 


ham 
Leacn, Freeman Wituiam, Ki 
Salesman Mar isatill Off 


u Hull, Fruit 
ec, Triaity House lane, 


Hull 
Lee, Atrrep, Ricnagp Atrrep Lez, and Anruur Rossertr 
xe, York, Painters 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, 


Shomagnan, York 
Lamees, ouN, Sudbury, Suffolk, en a March 20 
at 12.45 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ips 
Lorp, Jounxn Epwin 'Wixpsor, Harcupete, Music Teacher 
March 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 


May, Epirs, Ware, Herts, Milliner March 17 at 12.30 


ord ; 
u 
May, gg Met Herts, Saddler March 17 at 12 Shire- 
McLaren, Rosegrt Laurie, Tunstall, Staffs, Plumber 
March 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Merapowcrort, Harry Surron, moe Grocer 
March 17 at 12 Off ae eid Denk ‘il 
HANT, WILLIAM, Pont; a meee March 
Court Court House 


19 at 11 
Mitxar, Davin, pow Fon 47 at . 30 Off Rec, 40, 8t 
's gate, 
Mis, + oy «= SE March 18 ati12 Off 
Rec, Bank bldgs, Corn st, Bristol 
NortTHcore, Lf & Co, New Cross Surrey, Electricians 
ch 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy wf st 
Par, Ciete Ricwaep Kent, Shipowner 


March 26 at 12 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 


Paacooe, 07 raged March 18 at’ 

eee, tnd 19 at 12 Off: 

Puau, Stee Sean Ly, Dairyman 
Bats Off 29, Queen st, 

Reaprna, Josrepn, Rose Teddington March 17 at ' 


1 iptey st 
Rene erie pecs, Pelee March 20 at 9.15 Off" 
Rec, 73, Castle 


73, st, 
8. > Ma Jonyx, Barrister 
ARKIES, i x, Pump court, zouple, 
Gorman See okine March 
21 at 12 Ree, st, Norwich 
Sr a it Royal yl High, Crewe op ragee ieee 
Smo, H Euazaner March IT; 


abe, Bridge 
ae. Pa ma gana sBvaliree» Mars March 17 at 3° 
Off’ Ree, 19, John ut, HnBteonteld 
Samet eon omen coer ee Ln aa 
March 18 at 11.30 Off Soe 
Txomas, Joun Henry, Neat Maareh 10" ot 12 
Alexandra 





. Seateen 
Toss, a T on Tees, Grocer March 18 at 
3 
‘Woop, a CunpDELL, Surgeon March 17 at 
3 ec, 25, — 
7at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bride 
row fa Carpenter March 21 at 


Albert ra: Middl 
Waicurt, Oe eenee, Wi infrith rd, Wandsworth, Builder 
March 1 
March 18 


Youre, James, Chi 
atl 


Wilts 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arxinsox, Ropert, Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet Mar 6 
Ord Mar 6 
Aupsiey, Geoncr Gitsert, Uley, Glos, Machinist Glou~- 
Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 
Baitey, Freepertck Taomas, Pontypridd, Watchmaker 
idd PetMar7 Ord Mar7 
Barrie, Hvuen H, Northampton, Draper Northampton 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Mar 6 
Begs, Siovey Grey, Bristol, Wine Merchant Bristol Pet 
il 


Dec Mar 6 
Buenett, Tuomas Henny, Gt Grimsby, Builder Gt Grims- 
by Pet Feb25 Ord Mar 4 
Curxnick, Epwiy, ing, Boot Dealer Chelms- 
fond’ Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar” 
Cuaremont, Martayxe Stroprorp, Malvern Link; Wor-« 
“ester ‘Worcester PetDec30 Ord Mar5 
Curzoy, Gzorce WiL.1am, Runcorn, Decorator Warrington 
D th me Be ge «Al Carmarth: Pet Mar 6 
AVIES, BE, marthen Pe 
Ord Mar6 . 
Eowarps, Davin, Llanddewiaberath, Cattle Dealer Car- 
marthen Pet Mar6 Ord Mar7 
Everaut, Hevey, ladon, Salop, Ironmonger Leominster 
a en Ord Mar a 
VERALL, THOMAS, Tanee, oP. Ironmonger’s Manager 
Leominster Pet Marché Ord March 6 
Fearn, Francis, Parwick, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 17 Ord March 5 
Fox, Cartes Fuepericx, Halifax, Electsical Engineer 
Halifax Pet Fe' 


bil Ord March 7 
Soenteg, Frank, Yoxford, Suffolk Ipswich Pet March 
Ord March 7 


Min Ricuarp, and Epwarp danse Gapp, Manchester, 

G 8r Bet Ba Kent, Vetetaay ie 

BBS, ePuEN, Herne oa 
Canterbury ” Pet Feb 20 * 

GoopaLt, Wituiam, Shavii cum b+ sone Cheshire, 

G ‘Wiustam, Coif ae rt hoewesd Vi mite Car- 

a eyo ict 
diff Pet F Ord March 4 

Hayyan, F, tcl 5 Oil Dealer Bristol Pet Feb 19 
Ord March 5 

Henpemete Ricwagp ees = My oe Titstey 

IGHWAY, jun, m. ewport, 

Mom “Pet Mash 9 Ord Maroh’6 

somas, St Albans, Herts, Mechanical 

Albans Pet March 6 ye 

Huck, Ropert, and Rosenr Gipson sivas 
ee Westmrid, Farmers Kendal Pet March 4 

Kiss Taomas WIuLLiAM Caste, Kent, Gardener 
Rochester Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar 

LamMBert, LL ag and ALBAN haba ir ry 

Boot Dealers Pet June 24 Ord 

Laxooox, Jame, Leeds, ufacturer Leeds Pet Jan 31 


Hoae, Wittiam 
St 


Les, Atrrep, Ricnarp Aurrep Les, and Arruur Rosert 
Les, ¥ Painters York Pet Mar5 Ord Mar6é 
Lorp, Jonn Epwix Winpsor, Music Teacher 


York Pet Feb 26 Ord Mar 4 
Meavowcrort, Ropert, Kidsgrove, Staffs, Grocer Hanley 
Pet Mar 7 ' Ord Mar 7 zy : 
Minuarz, Davin, Derby Derby Pet Mar5 Ord Maré 
ope, Sam West Hartlepool, Plasterer Sunderland - 


Ord Mar 5 
Newman, Apranan, Porten rd, West Kensington, Jeweller 
High Court 


Pet Jan 28 Ord Mar 4 
sia - Swag thy ee aernd Walsall’ Pet Mar6é Ord 
6 

Prowmay, Faspericx, Eaxelby, Leics, Grazier Leicester 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 

Reaping; Josspn, Teddington High Court Pet Feb 11- 

Ru or, ; Dover, Tailor. Canterbury Pet Feb 
NTS, Fraxciscus, : 2 
Ord March 6 ‘ 


Szcxerson, Wiiti1am James, Croydon, Clerk Croydon Pet 
March 6 Ord March 6 





Siater, Sauve Seoets, Putin. Huddersfield . 
Pet'March 3° March3 — 
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Srevens, Epwin Sracey. Sepicten, Glos, Confectioner 
Bristol Pet Feb20° Ord 6 

Srow, Wii11am, Beckenham, Butcher Greenwich Pet 
Feb 4 Ord March 6 

Tayzor, Jauzs, West Cowes, I W Newport Pet Feb 18 
Ord March 4 

Tompxixs, Joux Grorcr, Queen Victoria st High Court 
Pet Nov 28 Ord March 5 

Trennoiue, Grorce, Thirsk, Yorks, Joiner Northallerton 

March 5 Ord March 5 

t, Mon, Butch Hereford Pet 

Wixwoop, Wi1ru1am Grorcs, Worcester, Corn Factor 
‘Worcester 


Pet Jan4 Ord March7 
Woovnovusz, Frepericx, Finsb pavement, Hatter 
igh Court Pet 4 





Ma: 
‘Worth, Jostrn Henry, Bodmin, Cornwall, Plumber 
Truro Pet March7 Ord March7 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Mar. 3: 
Criargcez, Samutt, Frodsham, Ches, Potato Dealer War- 
rington Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 17.—Mes-rs. E. & H. Lumuev, at the Mart, at 2, 
Freehold Residence, 7, Beaufort-gardens, 8.W.; Lease- 
hold of 58, Pall Mall, with Goodwill and Stock of a 
Phi er’s Business; and also a Life Policy for 
£500 (see advertisement on p. 3 of this issue). 

March 19.—Messrs H. E. Foster & Cranriexp, at the 
Mart, at 2, Freehold Ground-rents, Life Interests, 
ey Sm _ &c. (see advertisement on back page 
of t 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 

‘age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s, SoLiorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volumes bownd 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., lalt law calf, 
5s 6d. 
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Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 





“Mr. any Sue Be pees Detective of the pre- 
sent age.”’— War Office Times. 


DETECTIVE 
OFFICES 


(SLATER’S).—The only acknowl Estab- 
lishment pale the City of London (vide oan) S oe Divorce and 
in gens ob tations free. “"Telephone No. 
on 2. Telegraphic Address, “‘ Dis‘ance, London.” 
+. vind ‘Suarzs, Manager. 

1, Basinghall-street, London, E. 

P.S.—Successful in every iO engaged in the 
Divorce Court for the past nine years. 


AW.—Country Solicitor (27), apes 
wants Clerkship in City firm; first-class ref 
salary a £1.—J. M., « Solicitors’ Jo 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane. 


AW.—Solicitor (admitted) requires Con- 
veyancing or General Clerkship ; good references; 
—- salary.—A. B., 854, London-road, Thornton 
eath. 


AW.—Clerkship wanted in Benito Town, 
South Coast, by advertiser; aged 34; 20 years’ ex- 
— in all branches of London Solicitors’ Offices ; over 
7 mma in present situation; exceptional references.— 
F, G. N., care of Housekeeper, 20, Bucklersbury, 

pore EC. 


AW PARTNERSHIP.—Solicitor, with 
capital, requires Junior Partnership in Country 
comms good references.—Send full particulars to Box 35, 

















0 ee Sums—£250 
Weetly ot ty pote + a y¥ «Mey Rage 
Horncastle’s, Cheapside, E.C. 


W ANTED to Purchase, The Law Reports 
and Statutes for years 1893 and 1894.—Apply, Mr. 
Ben. Day, Solicitor, Leeds. 


W ANTED to Purchase, Second-hand Law 

Reports for the years 1888, 1889, and 1891 to 1895 
inclusive.—Apply to Morean, Solicitor, 6, Henrietta-street, 
Covent-garden. 


ANTED.—Responsible Managing Clerk 
(chiefly Conveyancing, &c.).—Apply, stating age. 
Orice, Manchest and salary required, to Lex, Box 103, Post 
ce, Manchester. 


Re JOHN ALLEN HEATON, mt of Huddersfield, 
but late of Brighouse, in the County of York, Soap 
Manufacturer, deceased. 


10 SOLICITORS, BANKERS, and others 
whom it may concern.—Any person or persons ha’ 
in his or their ssion, or who may have sens a Wil 
or Codicil for the above deceased, or who may 
the execution of any such Will or icil, are cemeaniel to 
communicate with us, the undersigned, forthwith. 
Dated this 6th day of March, 1896. 
CHAMBERS & CHAMBERS, 
Solicitors, Brighouse. 


QOLIOITORS and others will find a Happy 
Home for a Ward or Invalid in the a ang of @ married 
sone man (without family) in Kensington; moderate 
best references. —Ad afonnisos, « Solicitors’ 
Fou ”? Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W 


E PANTIN.—To Solicitors and others,— 
Any Person having in their . oo an Indenture 
o-— the! 12th November, 1845, an’ illi 
er, of Duncan-terrace, "[slington, 
of the first t part, Ann Jane we, of 
Widow, of the second d Fred tin, the 
younger, of Ramsgate, ao y Fi ony of the third 
Tato or a Copy or the Draft thereof, or who can give any 
a jion relating thereto, is requested to communicate 
Messrs. Goppey, Son & Houme, of 34, Old Jewry, 
nt. E.C. 


ISSIN' G ‘WILL. —Jen ames Dykes Oamp- 

bell, Deceased.—The deceased died 1st June, 1895, 

and it is requested that any Information concerning a Will, 

probably made 1875-6, shall be sent to Messrs. FRESHFIELDS 
& Witiiams, 5, Bank-buildings, London, E,C. 


OLICITORS, TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
and DEBENTURE-HOLDERS. Traders’ Businesses 
carried on and realized to best advantage ; 40 years’ experi- 
ence,—Izarp & Izarp, erg om rangi and Accoun- 
tants, 52, Gracechurch-street, London 


ENSINGTON LEASEHOLD.—Let in 

Flats; net income, £200. Mortgage wanted, £1,650 

at 5 per cent., or sell for £2,200.—So.icirors, 109, New 
Oxford-street. 


FFICES to be LET.—First and Upper 
Floors, fronting Cannon-street; close to London 




















te, Kent, 











Agents, 8, Old Jewry, E.C. (1496a.) 


Bridge; rent £500 inclusive. —MArTrHEws & Marruews, 





March 14, 1896; 


ENRY SCRUTON, 
AUCTIONEER, SURVEYOR, LAND and ESTATE 


Undertakes the Collection of Rents and Management of 
Pro in Town or Country, 
‘ e ct by Auction or Private Treaty of all descriptions 
o 
Surveys for Mortgages and Dilapidations, and Arrange. 
ments of Compensation Cases. 
a for Fire, Life, Accident, and Burglary 


ected. 
Terms and all other information _ 7 be obtained at 
DACRE HOUSE 
5, ARUNDEL STREET, STRAND, W.C. 
Telegraphic Address: Scrutixy, Lonpon. 





THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 
(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
Principal : Mn. J. CHARLESTON, B.A. (Law Honotrs 
Oxon and London). 

Tutors: A Number or Hien-crass Honours Grapvares 
BARRISTERS, AND SPECIALISTS. 

Preparation in small Classes and by Correspondence, 
Individua' attention throughout. 

Thorough Private Tuition in any branch. 

Address: Tue Parncipau, Burtineton Cvasses, 
27, CHANCERY-LANE, W.C 


R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 

rapidl and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and 4 . for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRE , INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 ls. per month, 
Many Popits wave TAKEN Hovovuns.—For further 
ticulars, and copies of <a on Stephen’s Commentaries ” 
and “Hints on Law,” address, 17, Brazenose- 
street, ot, Albust-cqunss, Manchester. 


\ TALUATIONS of Modern and Old Lei 

ee price given for Old Point and Modern Real 

Laces, Old Embroideries, &.—Haywarp's, 166 and 168, 
Oxford-street, W. Established 1770. 











FIRST-CLASS Fire and Thief-proof 

Safe by Chatwood & Co., one of their latest and best 
makes (6ft. high, 5ft. wide), not now required owing to 
removal into premises where a strong room is provided; 
will be sold cheap.—Can be seen on application to owners, 
Watton & Lest, Mount-streect, Gresvencr-equare, Ww 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
a 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


HE RY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
pete Sass the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the of his long experience of upwards of 
forty nny e special insertion of all pro forma notices, 
&c., and 5, Pon ag solicits their continued support.—N.B. 
Forms, —_ for ae Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
solutions of ip, with necessary Declaration. 
cial Sn Bny ‘for advertisements and file of ‘London 
Gazette” ~—_ = Sarees. 


CPAtast COMPAR" 5 YACHTING 








For GREECE, p= &c. 

The Steamship ‘‘ LUSITANIA,” 3,877 tons register, will 
leave Londen 8ist March for a 47 days’ Cruise, visiting 
GipeaLtTaR, Mautaca, Patermo, Matra, Karaxow, 
Navptia, Prrzxus (for Athens), Deios, Suyrna, Constay- 
TINOPLF, ‘Sanrormn, Tunis, Avarers, arriving at Plymouth 
15th May, and London 16th May. 

For SICILY, VENICE, CORFU, ALGERIA, &c. 

The “GARONNE,” 3,876 tons ister, will leave 
London 22nd April, visiting Capiz, Tanoizr, Mataga, 
PaLERmo, TAORMINA, Venice, Ragusa, Corru, Mavta, 
Parurrrevitie (for Constantine), GrsratTar, arti at 
Plymouth 29th May, and London 30th May. 

String band, electric light, high-class cuisine. 
Managers: F. Green & Co.; Anderson, Anderson, & Co, 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


For iculars of the above and of later cruises apply to 
the la’ firm, at 5, Fenchurch-avenue, London, E.C.; or 
to the West-end Branch Office, 16, Cockspur-street, t, 8.W. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Att MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 

the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
udicial Bench, Corporati Corporation of London, «c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’ 8 COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Cleryy Gowns: 
ESTABLISHED 16x». 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





To Her Pavan! 
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